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repeating. Instead of independent reac-
tion from the public at large, OSHA 
filled the ergonomics public records 
with comments from its own paid wit-
nesses. If you can believe it, the story 
gets worse. 

When the public comment period was 
closed, OSHA allowed the ever-biased 
National Institute for Occupational 
Safety and Health, NIOSH, to submit 
over 3 years of scientific literature 
more than 6 weeks after the deadline. 
This, again, shows OSHA is hearing 
what it wants to hear, not what small 
businesses and the average American 
wants it to say. I strongly urge OSHA 
to stop this corrupt ergonomics rule-
making and start over with a clean, 
fair, and objective rule-making proc-
ess. 

f 

CONGRATULATING JACK ST. CLAIR 
KILBY 

(Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, it is Nobel Peace Prize time 
again, and I rise today to congratulate 
another Dallas resident, Jack St. Clair 
Kilby. 

Mr. Kilby was awarded the Nobel 
Prize in physics. While you might not 
know him personally, his invention 
revolutionized the world. Shortly after 
joining Texas Instruments way back in 
1958, Mr. Kilby conceived and built the 
first electronic circuit, microcircuit. 

Without question, his development 
revolutionized the electronics industry, 
gave us such things as the cell phone 
and satellite communications. His in-
vention allowed us to explore space, fly 
to the Moon, and develop sophisticated 
medical tools. 

Mr. Speaker, I extend my heartfelt 
thanks and appreciation and congratu-
lations to Mr. Kilby for his Nobel Prize 
award. He helped make America great. 

f 

ONE MORE TALL TALE FROM 
TENNESSEE 

(Mr. SCARBOROUGH asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Mr. Speaker, a 
few minutes ago, we heard from the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
PITTS) telling us the tall tales of AL 
GORE, and the gentleman is right. 
There is a news article today about 
how AL GORE was a chicken farmer of 
over 10,000 chickens. This is a very 
versatile man. 

He is also the inventor of the Inter-
net, the man who brought us the dog 
pill story, the man who says he was the 
reason for ‘‘Love Story’’; that was the 
first one to investigate Love Canal; 
that he was there when the Strategic 
Petroleum Reserve was invented, 
which he was not. 

He has fought against big oil, and yet 
his family owes its fortune to Occi-
dental Petroleum. He fought against 
Big Tobacco. In fact, in 1992, he said 
that on his sister’s death that he swore 
he would fight the scourge of Big To-
bacco for the rest of his life. Well, 2 
years later he was telling tobacco 
farmers that he was one of them. 

This is a man who at one time is a 
chicken farmer, the next he is a to-
bacco farmer, the next he is an enemy 
of Big Oil, the next he is a big pro-
tector of Big Oil. He is a very versatile 
man. I wish he would make up his mind 
and tell the American people exactly 
who he is.

f 

ASKING ADMINISTRATION TO 
AGREE TO DEBT REDUCTION 
PROPOSAL 

(Mr. HERGER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, 29 days 
ago, this Congress sent President Clin-
ton and Vice President AL GORE a pro-
posal to lock away 100 percent of the 
Social Security and Medicare surpluses 
and dedicate at least 90 percent of the 
total budget surplus for debt reduction. 

Mr. Speaker, 29 days and still no 
word from the Clinton-Gore adminis-
tration. There will be an estimated $268 
billion surplus this fiscal year. 

Our question is simple: Should it be 
used to pay off our national public debt 
and protect Social Security and Medi-
care, or should it be spent on more gov-
ernment spending? Republicans are for 
using the surplus to pay off the public 
national debt and protecting Social Se-
curity. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the President and 
the Vice President GORE to join us and 
put debt reduction and our seniors 
ahead of spending and agree to our 90–
10 debt reduction proposal. 

f 

EULOGY TO THE HONORABLE 
OSCAR H. MAUZY 

(Mr. FROST asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, yesterday 
was a sad day for Democrats across the 
country, not only did our former col-
league, Bruce Vento, die; but one of the 
finest Democrats in the State of Texas, 
Oscar Mauzy, passed away yesterday. 
Oscar served in the State Senate for 2 
decades representing a district in Dal-
las. He served on the Texas Supreme 
Court, and he stood for everything that 
was good and decent in politics. 

He stood for civil rights at a time 
when it was not popular in Texas. He 
stood for the rights of the consumer, 
and he blazed a trail that made it pos-
sible for progressive Democrats to be 
elected in Dallas County. First Jim 

Mattox, then I joined Jim in Congress, 
John Bryant after that, and EDDIE BER-
NICE JOHNSON following that. Oscar 
Mauzy will be truly missed by the peo-
ple of the State of Texas. 

f 

TODAY’S MILITARY SMALLER, 
LESS CAPABLE, OVERWORKED 
AND LESS READY THAN 8 YEARS 
AGO 

(Mr. HANSEN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, last week 
Vice President GORE mislead every 
American again. I am not talking 
about raising chickens. AL GORE 
claimed that our military is the 
strongest in history. Our military is 
the best in the world today, but it is 
simply not true that our military 
today is the strongest in history, not 
even by recent history. 

One only has to look back to the 
1980s to find a military force 40 percent 
larger, with a much more robust capac-
ity that could easily have engaged two 
major threats on two separate fronts at 
once. Today, the Joint Chiefs tell us 
that fighting two fronts could only be 
accomplished with high risk and sig-
nificant loss of life. 

Looking back at World War II, the 
United States fielded an Army of over 
8 million soldiers and airmen. The 
United States was fighting on three 
separate fronts in three separate geo-
graphical areas of the world, and we 
were winning all three. 

It is laughable to consider today’s 
force equal. If AL GORE believes today’s 
military is the best in history, he obvi-
ously has not talked to thousands of 
soldiers, airman and Marines who are 
leaving in total frustration. 

By any measure, today’s military is 
smaller, less capable, overworked and 
less ready than it was 8 years ago. Any-
one aspiring to be Commander in Chief 
should know that. 

f 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 4205, 
FLOYD D. SPENCE NATIONAL DE-
FENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT FOR 
FISCAL YEAR 2001 

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up House Resolution 616 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 616

Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-
lution it shall be in order to consider the 
conference report to accompany the bill 
(H.R. 4205) to authorize appropriations for 
fiscal year 2001 for military activities of the 
Department of Defense and for military con-
struction, to prescribe military personnel 
strengths for fiscal year 2001, and for other 
purposes. All points of order against the con-
ference report and against its consideration 
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are waived. The conference report shall be 
considered as read. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
COOKSEY). The gentlewoman from 
North Carolina (Mrs. MYRICK) is recog-
nized for 1 hour. 

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. FROST), pending which 
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. During consideration of this res-
olution, all time yielded is for the pur-
pose of debate only. 

Mr. Speaker, only yesterday the 
Committee on Rules met and granted a 
normal conference report rule for H.R. 
4205, the Fiscal Year 2001 Department 
of Defense Authorization Act. 

The rule waives all points of order 
against the conference report and 
against its consideration.

b 1030 

In addition, the rule provides that 
the conference report shall be consid-
ered as read. 

This should not be a controversial 
rule. It is the type of rule that we 
grant for every conference report that 
we consider in the House. 

But more importantly, Mr. Speaker, 
this should not be a controversial bill. 
Once and for all, we are taking care of 
military retirees by giving them 
TRICARE for life and by improving 
their prescription drug benefit. Our 
military retirees were promised life-
time health care coverage when they 
enlisted, and so it is about time that 
we fulfilled our promise to them. 

Also, at long last, we are taking care 
of our men and women in uniform. We 
are getting them off of food stamps and 
out of substandard housing. 

Finally, we are providing for our Na-
tion’s general welfare by giving our 
military the tools they need to win on 
the battlefield. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
rule and to support the underlying bill. 
Now more than ever we must provide 
for our national security. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of this rule and in support of 
the conference report. Mr. Speaker, 
this conference report provides the au-
thorization for the Department of De-
fense in fiscal year 2001 and, in doing 
so, it provides for the defense of the 
United States and for the defense of 
freedom and democracy around the 
world. 

This conference report ensures that 
our military forces continue to be sec-
ond to none, and it ensures that now 
and in the future our forces will be able 
to meet the demands of every mission 
they are assigned. 

Mr. Speaker, this conference report 
addresses the real needs and the real 
priorities of our Nation’s armed serv-
ices and is, therefore, a conference 

agreement that every Member of this 
body should support. But at the same 
time, every Member should be aware 
that meeting these needs and priorities 
comes at a price. I happen to be one 
who believes the price of defending our 
Nation and ensuring peace around the 
world is one worth paying. 

This conference report authorizes 
$310 billion in spending for the Depart-
ment of Defense and its programs, ad-
dressing shortfalls in readiness, fund-
ing in modernization programs, and 
improving the quality of life for our 
military personnel and their families. 

Mr. Speaker, no one can argue the 
fact that our military stands second to 
none in the world. No campaign rhet-
oric can truthfully say that our Armed 
Forces are not up to the job. But there 
is no denying the fact that improve-
ment of readiness capabilities and con-
tinuing modernization are constant re-
quirements to ensure that we do not 
fall into a condition that would find us 
shorthanded in an emergency. 

All that requires money, money that 
must come from a Federal budget with 
hundreds of competing interests. We 
must remember that education for our 
children is also a national priority, 
that protecting Social Security and 
Medicare and providing a Medicare pre-
scription drug benefit for senior citi-
zens is a national priority, and that re-
ducing the national debt should con-
tinue to be a national priority. 

Americans understand this, and they 
know full well the folly of cutting 
taxes while increasing spending. I 
would remind my colleagues in this 
House that we have gone down that 
road before. I am committed to ensur-
ing that our Armed Forces are the best 
trained, best equipped, and the most 
ready in all the world. But we cannot 
lose sight of the fact that those forces 
are protecting a Nation that has other 
pressing needs. Let us not shortchange 
our military, our children, or our sen-
ior citizens. 

Mr. Speaker, this conference report 
contains many important provisions, 
but chief among them is one that keeps 
a promise made to the men and women 
who have chosen the military as a ca-
reer and have served faithfully and well 
for 20 years or more. 

When I am back home in my district 
in Texas, I often have the opportunity 
to meet with some of the many mili-
tary retirees who live in the Dallas-
Fort Worth area and, more often than 
not, they raise the issue of the lifetime 
health care they were promised when 
they chose to make the military a ca-
reer. 

Cuts in the military budget and base 
closings have decreased the number of 
facilities where military retirees can 
go to receive health care. Even if those 
facilities are available, they must 
often wait far too long to see a doctor. 

At the beginning of this Congress, 
the gentleman from Mississippi (Mr. 

SHOWS) and the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. TAYLOR), two Democratic 
Members, offered comprehensive plans 
to address these inequities in the mili-
tary health care system for those men 
and women who have dedicated their 
careers to defending our country.

Mr. Speaker, while what is in this 
conference agreement falls short of the 
original proposals made by the gen-
tleman from Mississippi (Mr. SHOWS) 
and the gentleman from Mississippi 
(Mr. TAYLOR), I am gratified that this 
conference report restores to military 
retirees benefits they were promised 
and in doing so begins to make good on 
the commitment made to all of them 
as they embarked on their careers. 

This conference report provides per-
manent lifetime TRICARE eligibility 
for Medicare-eligible military retirees 
and their families beginning in fiscal 
year 2002 and restores the prescription 
drug benefit by allowing those retirees 
who cannot access a military treat-
ment facility to participate in the De-
partment of Defense mail order and 
network retail pharmacy program. 

While this benefit is not extended to 
retirees before they reach Medicare eli-
gibility, the provisions in this con-
ference report represent an important 
start and one that I say is long over-
due. 

I encourage the Committee on Armed 
Services to continue to work on this 
issue and to especially strive toward 
ensuring these benefits can be used by 
retirees who live in rural areas, to en-
sure that reimbursement rates are ade-
quate, and to provide a benefit for mili-
tary retirees before they reach the age 
65. 

We made a promise to those men and 
women who were willing to put their 
lives on the line for their country. 
Now, we have an obligation to live up 
to it. I am extremely gratified that 
this provision will become law, and I 
want to thank the chairman and rank-
ing member for their willingness to see 
this through. 

Mr. Speaker, retention of a trained 
and ready fighting force is one of the 
greatest difficulties facing the military 
today. Long deployments and better of-
fers in the civilian world have taken a 
toll on the number of military men and 
women who are willing to stay in and 
continue to serve. 

While retention is improving, this 
conference report makes significant 
improvements in the military standard 
of living which should further assist in 
reducing the number of service per-
sonnel who leave. 

The conference report provides a 3.7 
percent increase in basic pay, estab-
lishes a targeted subsistence payment 
for those personnel who struggle hard-
est to make ends meet and provide for 
their families, provides housing allow-
ances which will assist junior military 
personnel to find suitable housing for 
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themselves and their families, and pro-
vides active duty special pay and bo-
nuses. 

These are all important components 
in the ongoing efforts of the Congress 
and the administration to recruit and 
retain the men and women we need for 
our military forces. 

This conference report also increases 
readiness accounts and importantly in-
cludes $222.8 million for spare parts for 
aircraft squadrons in an effort to stop 
the cannibalization of aircraft that has 
occurred in the past. 

The conference report provides an in-
crease in funding for live-fire training 
ammunition for the Army, Navy, and 
Marine Corps and significantly in-
creases the funding for improvements 
for training facilities for the National 
Guard and reserves. 

The conference report also funds the 
weapons programs that are so critical 
to our military, and I am especially 
gratified that the conference has in-
cluded $305.5 million for F–16 modifica-
tions and improvements for the Air Na-
tional Guard. 

Looking forward to the future, the 
conference has provided $2.5 billion for 
procurement of 10 F–22 fighters, the 
next-generation Air Force fighter 
which will ensure our air superiority 
over any force we might encounter. 

Also included is $1.4 billion in re-
search and development funding for the 
F–22 program. The conference includes 
$1.2 billion for the acquisition of 16 
MV–22 Osprey and $358.4 million for 
four CV-Osprey. 

In addition, the conference includes 
$154.2 million to accelerate the radar 
development for the CV–22 Special Op-
erations Variant. 

These are all valuable investments in 
the fighting capabilities of our Armed 
Forces, and I am pleased that they are 
included in this agreement. 

Mr. Speaker, I should note this con-
ference does contain a significant new 
compensation plan for those Energy 
Department employees who are ex-
posed to dangerous levels of radiation, 
beryllium, and other toxic substances 
while they work on the Nation’s nu-
clear weapons program. 

The agreement calls on the Congress 
to enact a compensation program by 
next July 31. I would hope that these 
workers can count on the Congress to 
act quickly in the 107th Congress to 
enact a legislative compensation pro-
gram to assist them. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a very good con-
ference agreement. It was signed by all 
conferees, making it a truly bipartisan 
agreement. I encourage all Members to 
support this rule and to support the 
conference agreement which provides 
so much to every American.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from North 
Carolina (Mr. JONES). 

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentlewoman 
from North Carolina for yielding me 
this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of this rule and conference report. 
Since I came to Congress almost 6 
years ago, the Congress has made re-
building our military a top priority. 
Each year we have been able to make 
great strides towards this goal, and 
this bill is another critical example of 
our efforts. 

This defense bill is a great credit to 
the outstanding leadership of the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Chairman 
SPENCE) and also the strong leadership 
of the gentleman from Missouri (Mr. 
SKELTON), our ranking member. 

More importantly, it is a fitting trib-
ute to those who serve our Nation in 
uniform and to those who have served. 

This legislation takes concrete steps 
toward providing the proper resources 
to equip and train the military of 
today, as well as making the invest-
ments needed to support the military 
of tomorrow. 

It provides the proper financial sup-
port for our military personnel by pro-
viding a 3.7 percent pay raise for those 
in uniform and by reforming the pay 
tables for those critical mid-career, 
noncommissioned and petty officers. 

This legislation invests heavily in 
the important quality of life and 
health care accounts to ensure that we 
are not only able to recruit the best 
and brightest men and women in the 
military but also to keep them. That is 
extremely important to the defense of 
this Nation. 

Finally, by expanding access to 
TRICARE and by providing a pharmacy 
benefit to our Medicare-eligible retir-
ees, this Congress is ensuring that a 
promise made is a promise kept. 

Despite these great accomplish-
ments, we must also recognize that we 
still have much work to do. We must 
continue to address modernization and 
readiness accounts. We must eliminate 
the inequity caused by the prohibition 
against receiving retiree pay and dis-
ability pay. We must continue to in-
vest in the most important aspect of 
our military, our people. 

I thank the chairman and ranking 
member. I urge my colleagues to pass 
this important legislation for our men 
and women in uniform, past present 
and the future. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Maine 
(Mr. ALLEN).

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Texas for yielding 
me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the 
rule and the conference report. I com-
mend the gentleman from South Caro-
lina (Chairman SPENCE) and the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. SKELTON), 
ranking member, for their hard work 
in putting together this legislation. 

This conference report contains a 
prescription drug benefit for seniors on 
Medicare, but only those seniors on 
Medicare that are military retirees. 
Like the Democratic Medicare pre-
scription drug plan, on which the ma-
jority refused to allow a vote, this bi-
partisan prescription drug benefit is 
guaranteed and administered by a Fed-
eral agency. 

Unlike the Republican prescription 
drug plan, this bipartisan drug benefit 
does not throw military retirees to the 
whims of the private insurance compa-
nies that say they will not offer such 
insurance anyway. 

Like my bill, H.R. 664, the Prescrip-
tion Drug Fairness for Seniors Act, 
this bipartisan drug benefit gives sen-
iors who are military retirees access to 
the best prices negotiated by the Fed-
eral Government: the Federal supply 
schedule price, the VA price, or an even 
lower price. 

Now, some in this body call H.R. 664 
a price control bill. It is not since it 
does not set prices. It allows the gov-
ernment to negotiate lower prices on 
drugs. But if one believes H.R. 664 in-
volves price controls, then surely this 
Department of Defense drug benefit in-
volves price controls. Both bills use the 
same mechanism. 

When this bill with the prescription 
drug benefit passed the House in May, 
353 Members voted for it, including 208 
Republicans. I ask those Members the 
following questions: If Congress can 
provide a government-run prescription 
drug benefit to one segment of the 
Medicare eligible population, military 
retirees, why cannot it offer the same 
kind of benefit to the rest of our Na-
tion’s seniors? 

If Congress offers some seniors on 
Medicare discount drug prices nego-
tiated by the Federal Government, why 
cannot it offer the rest of our seniors 
on Medicare the same discount prices? 

The answer is we can. The reason we 
do not is the undue hold the pharma-
ceutical industry has over the majority 
of this Congress. 

Military retirees need and deserve 
this bill’s prescription drug benefit. I 
support it with enthusiasm. The trag-
edy is that Republicans will not do the 
same for all other seniors on Medicare. 

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. SCARBOROUGH).

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentlewoman from North 
Carolina for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to salute 
everybody that made this authoriza-
tion bill work. It is a bill to be proud 
of. 

The gentleman from South Carolina 
(Mr. SPENCE), the committee staff, 
members of the conference committee 
all came together and made a big dif-
ference on an issue that I have been 
hearing about, not only since I first got 
elected in 1994, but heard about from 
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my grandfather who fought in World 
War II, who gave his entire life to the 
military, and yet, when he died, he was 
upset because his military and also his 
government did not keep the promises 
that they made to him about military 
health care. 

Well, this bill makes a big difference 
and moves us in that direction where a 
promise made to our brave fighting 
men and women when they first en-
listed is now being kept. 

Again, everybody involved in this 
process should be saluted: certainly the 
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr. 
SPENCE); his tireless committee staff; 
members of the conference committee; 
the gentleman from Indiana (Chairman 
BUYER) on the House side that made a 
big difference. On the Senate side, of 
course, so many Senators helped out; 
but also people like the gentleman 
from Mississippi (Mr. PICKERING), who, 
along with me and some others, have 
been fighting and talking with the 
leadership about how important this is; 
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. NOR-
WOOD), who has been fighting on mili-
tary health care for so long; the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
JONES); and so many others who under-
stand we need a health care fix for our 
military retirees, and this does it.

b 1045 

It does several things. First of all, it 
is permanent. So it tells our military 
retirees that they can give up their 
supplemental health care insurance, 
that they are going to be taken care of. 
It also gives continuity to those who 
are going to enlist in this TRICARE 
plan by allowing them to stay with 
their physicians that they are with 
right now. How important that is. 

I will tell my colleagues that when I 
first held TRICARE hearings across my 
district back in 1997, I heard so many 
military retirees and their families 
telling me that they cannot afford to 
get into any TRICARE plan because 
they do not know how long it is going 
to last. Because of the fight of the 
House conferees who said we must 
make this benefit permanent, we must 
set up a trust fund and keep it in man-
datory spending, because of that, this 
program will not be doomed to failure. 
This program will work, and it will 
keep the promise that was broken to 
my grandfather and millions of mili-
tary men and women and their families 
and dependents who counted on the 
promise being kept. 

Today is a great day, and I am proud 
that I am going to have an opportunity 
to vote for this bill, a bill that I believe 
my grandfather would be proud of, 
were he still alive. 

I am also proud of another provision 
in here regarding a school project 
started by Hunter Scott. He was an 
eighth grader in my district when he 
started this fight, and now the crew of 
the U.S.S. Indianapolis is going to be 

recognized for their bravery and their 
work in the closing days of World War 
II, and also it will be an honor to Cap-
tain McVay, too.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. SHOWS), who has helped 
lead the way on this issue of health 
benefits for our retirees. 

Mr. SHOWS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time, and I appreciate his comments 
very much. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to support 
the defense authorization conference 
report. This bill will help promote a 
first-class military. When we pass this 
bill today, a great victory will be won 
for our military retirees. 

The problem is that the military re-
tirees health care system fails to care 
for many of its people. This defense bill 
takes a giant step in correcting this in-
justice for our military retirees. They 
devoted their lives to defend this de-
mocracy. Many of them served in 
World War II, Korea, and Vietnam. And 
when they joined the service, they were 
promised lifetime health care, just like 
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. SCAR-
BOROUGH) was talking about awhile 
ago, and they were hopefully getting it 
at military bases. 

In the old days, this system worked 
pretty well. But changes in the law 
made it very difficult to get and base 
closures eliminated care for many re-
tirees and their families. Civilian retir-
ees can join the Federal Employees 
Health Benefit Plan, which offers lots 
of health care options. At 65, FEHBP 
supplements Medicare and provides a 
very nice health care package when 
they need it the most. But TRICARE, 
the military health plan, ends at age 
65. Military retirees get Medicare but 
nothing else if they cannot afford sup-
plemental insurance. 

To correct this sad situation, and I 
want to mention my colleague on the 
other side of the aisle, the gentleman 
from Georgia (Mr. NORWOOD), and Sen-
ators TIM JOHNSON, JOHN MCCAIN, and 
our esteemed colleague, Paul Cover-
dell, introduced the Keep Our Promise 
to America’s Military Retirees Act, 
H.R. 3573. The Keep Our Promise Act 
has united military retirees and fami-
lies across the country. Their bill-
boards, bumper stickers, e-mails, phone 
calls, and letters to newspapers and 
Congress have educated us to their 
plight. Their persistence has gained the 
Promise Act 306 cosponsors in the 
House and 36 in the Senate. 

Mr. Speaker, we would not be here 
today debating this issue today with-
out the grass roots support for the 
Shows-Norwood Keep Our Promise Act. 
The defense bill accomplishes part of 
what the Keep Our Promise Act would 
do by extending TRICARE to military 
retirees beyond age 65 as a supplement 
to Medicare. This is a great step in the 
right direction, but the defense bill 

does not do everything the Promise 
Act would do. The Promise Act would 
offer military retirees the option to 
participate in the FEHBP, because 
many retirees are not well served by 
TRICARE. 

So while we congratulate ourselves 
on a job well done, we must remember 
that this defense bill only begins to 
make good on the commitment we 
made to our military retirees. We need 
to pass the rest of the Keep Our Prom-
ise Act. It is the right thing to do. And 
I promise my colleagues that military 
retirees across the country will keep 
fighting for the benefits they were 
promised, earned and richly deserve. 

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. HASTINGS).

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentlewoman for 
yielding me this time, and I rise in sup-
port of the rule and in strong support 
of the underlying legislation that will 
authorize spending for our Nation’s 
military and spending for the Depart-
ment of Energy’s nuclear sites. 

This legislation represents a great 
leap forward in our Nation’s military, 
and I would like to especially con-
gratulate the gentleman from South 
Carolina (Mr. SPENCE) and the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. SKELTON) 
for their great effort over the past 6 
years to ensure that our Nation’s mili-
tary is the best prepared in the world. 
It is only appropriate that this legisla-
tion before us today bears the name of 
our colleague, the gentleman from 
South Carolina (Mr. SPENCE). 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to focus 
specifically on one provision that I am 
especially pleased was included in the 
final conference report. In the 1999 Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act, the 
Congress created the Office of River 
Protection to manage the Nation’s 
largest environmental cleanup project, 
which is in my district. The River Pro-
tection project is charged with the safe 
cleanup and vitrification of 54 million 
gallons of highly radioactive liquid 
waste that is stored in 177 underground 
storage tanks at the Hanford Nuclear 
Reservation in central Washington. 
Over one-third of these tanks have 
leaked over a million gallons to the 
ground, which could potentially endan-
ger the Columbia River and the salmon 
populations within the Hanford Reach. 

The Office of River Protection was 
established to provide a streamlined 
management structure that would 
manage the program primarily at the 
site to allow for quick decisions and to 
cut through the DOE bureaucracy that 
too often impedes cleanup projects. 
Specifically, the head of the Office of 
River Protection was charged with 
managing all aspects of the River Pro-
tection project and was to report di-
rectly to the Assistant Secretary of 
Energy for Environmental Manage-
ment. 
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Unfortunately, DOE headquarters 

has not followed the intent of this 1999 
legislation and continues to micro-
manage the Office of River Protection. 
This micromanagement has contrib-
uted to unprecedented frustration 
among the stakeholders, the State of 
Washington, other Federal agencies, 
Congress, and certainly the Tri-Cities 
communities that I represent. 

This year’s defense authorization bill 
contains an amendment I offered in 
conference to clarify the role of the 
head of the Office of River Protection. 
The amendment clearly states that the 
Assistant Secretary of Energy for En-
vironmental Management shall dele-
gate in writing responsibility for the 
Office of River Protection to the head 
of that office. Such delegation shall, at 
a minimum, include authorities from 
contracting, financial management, 
safety, and general program manage-
ment equivalent to the authorities of 
other operations offices of the Depart-
ment of Energy. This delegation must 
be completed and submitted to Con-
gress within 30 days. 

I want to make it very clear, Mr. 
Speaker, to the Department of Energy 
that Congress has taken this step be-
cause of our continuing concerns with 
the micromanagement of the office. It 
is time to put an end to this. I expect 
the Department to immediately pro-
vide the necessary authority to the 
head of the office for budgeting, con-
tracting, and staffing. 

Further, I believe the Department 
must transfer the regulatory unit, now 
under the management of the Richland 
Operation Office, to the head of the Of-
fice of River Protection, to comply 
with this legislation. Now is the time 
for the Department to recognize the 
unique mission that Congress has pro-
vided to the Office of River Protection 
and to assist, not hinder, the office to 
its completion of this vital project. 

Mr. Speaker, this amendment would 
not have been possible without the sup-
port of the gentleman from South 
Carolina (Mr. SPENCE) and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. HUNTER) 
and others that were on the conference. 
I also want to thank specifically the 
staff, Pete Berry and Steve Thompson, 
for assisting my office in working 
through this legislation. 

Accordingly, Mr. Speaker, I urge my 
colleagues to support this rule and the 
underlying bill. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. FILNER).

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

We have heard several reasons for 
supporting this bill, including the pay 
raise for our armed forces and the 
health care for our retirees. I want to 
add one more reason to vote for this 
bill, and that is because of the provi-
sions which enact an important agree-

ment to save the drinking water for 25 
million citizens in the Southwest 
United States. 

These provisions would move the 
largest uranium mine tailings pile that 
has ever threatened a drinking water 
supply in the U.S. The dangerous radio-
active waste currently sits only 750 
feet away from the Colorado River near 
Moab, Utah, where it threatens the 
drinking water of one-seventh of the 
United States, including people who 
live in Las Vegas, Arizona, and the 
Southern California urban areas of Los 
Angeles and, of course, the city I rep-
resent, San Diego. 

I want to thank my colleagues, the 
gentleman from California (Mr. 
GEORGE MILLER) and the gentleman 
from Utah (Mr. CANNON), for their lead-
ership in moving this pile, which is as 
big as 118 football fields, rather than 
what was previously suggested, which 
was capping it in place. We have all 
fought for 3 years to prevent the Nu-
clear Regulatory Commission from 
doing just that, capping the pile, be-
cause that would ensure that the poi-
sonous waste would continue to leach 
into the Colorado River for almost 300 
years. 

This bill gives jurisdiction to move 
the pile to the Department of Energy, 
which has the expertise and experience 
to relocate it to a secure, permanent, 
location, safely away from the Colo-
rado River. I want to congratulate all 
those who have worked so hard to ce-
ment this agreement into law instead 
of allowing the capping of this huge 
pile of nuclear radioactive waste where 
it would nearly forever pollute the 
Southwest’s drinking water. I urge the 
passage of this bill. 

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
21⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from 
South Carolina (Mr. GRAHAM). 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman for yielding me this 
time, and I rise in support of the Floyd 
D. Spence Authorization Act and en-
courage the adoption of this rule. 

This legislation contains many provi-
sions that are important to the defense 
of this great Nation and to our vet-
erans. However, I want to speak briefly 
on title 36 of the bill, which establishes 
the Energy Employees Occupational 
Illness Compensation Program to pro-
vide timely, uniform, and adequate 
compensation to employees or their 
survivors for illnesses incurred during 
the performance of their duties for the 
Department of Energy’s nuclear weap-
ons program. 

The legislation requires the Presi-
dent to submit to Congress by March 15 
of next year a legislative proposal that 
identifies the types and amendments of 
compensation for individuals whose 
health was adversely affected by their 
work at DOE facilities, and the proce-
dures for providing those benefits and 
compensation. If Congress does not act 
by July 31, 2001, to enact a compensa-

tion program, eligible employees ex-
posed to beryllium, radiation, and 
those working in gaseous diffusion 
plants will be entitled to a lump sum 
payment of $150,000 and medical care 
for their disease. 

I want to thank Senator FRED 
THOMPSON of Tennessee and Senator 
GEORGE VOINOVICH of Ohio for their 
leadership and dedicated efforts on be-
half of these workers. Without their ef-
forts, we would not have this legisla-
tion today nor any other compensation 
legislation. 

Additionally, the bicameral bipar-
tisan compromise that was reached on 
this program could not have been real-
ized without the tireless efforts of the 
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr. 
SPENCE), the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. HYDE), the gentleman from Ten-
nessee (Mr. WAMP), the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. THORNBERRY), the gen-
tleman from Kentucky (Mr. 
WHITFIELD), and their dedicated staffs, 
as well as Mr. Aleix Jarvis of my staff, 
who I want to thank for his efforts. 

I represent the Savannah River site. 
The workers there and at DOE facili-
ties across the Nation dedicated their 
lives to winning the Cold War. They did 
what their country asked of them. Un-
fortunately, the Government was not 
always aware or up front about what 
they were being exposed to and the 
dangers it presented to their health. 
Today we acknowledge our mistakes, 
and I think it is only right that we cor-
rect this wrong.

b 1100 
This is a good bill. I think it is only 

fitting that this legislation that does 
so much for so many years by so many 
bears the name of my friend and col-
league, fellow South Carolinian (Chair-
man SPENCE) who has fought tirelessly 
for both the men and women in uni-
form and for those who once wore the 
uniform. 

I encourage adoption of this rule and 
passage of the bill. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. PASCRELL). 

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
the time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the 
rule, H. Res. 616, which will allow the 
House to consider H.R. 4205, the Floyd 
D. Spence National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act for 2001. 

I am pleased that the Committee on 
Rules crafted a rule that will waive all 
points of order against the conference 
report. A blanket waiver is efficient 
and would be consistent with the ac-
tions of this committee in the 106th 
Congress. 

I also want to commend the members 
of the House and Senate Committee on 
Armed Services and applaud the con-
ferees for their deliberation and consid-
eration of important measures included 
in the legislation. 
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I am pleased that the conferees re-

tained language from the Senate bill 
that establishes new and important re-
sources for our Nation’s firefighters. 
The provisions in my legislation, H.R. 
1168, the FIRE Act, are included in the 
DOD authorization bill. The level of 
authorization may not be what we 
wanted it to be, but this is a beginning 
for our firefighters. 

We have dedicated our efforts, Mr. 
Speaker, to the six heroes who died in 
Worchester, Massachusetts, the fire-
fighters. The $100 million that is au-
thorized for this year and the $300 mil-
lion that is authorized for 2002 are sig-
nificant attempts to help the 32,000 fire 
departments and the million fire-
fighters throughout America. 

Paid, combination, volunteer depart-
ments and emergency medical techni-
cians will be eligible to apply for these 
grants. 

When appropriated, fire departments 
can hire personnel, purchase new and 
modernized equipment, provide fire 
prevention education programs and 
wellness programs for our firefighters 
to modify outdated fire stations. It 
sends the dollars directly to the de-
partments to the communities in need 
through competitive grants without 
going through the State red tape. 

I want to thank all 284 cosponsors in 
this House, Mr. Speaker, for this im-
portant legislation and for their sup-
port and interest. I especially would 
like to thank the gentleman from 
Maryland (Mr. HOYER). This is a vic-
tory for our firefighters. I am honored 
to have been part of it. And again, I 
want to thank the committee, Mr. 
Speaker. 

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Ten-
nessee (Mr. DUNCAN).

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of this conference re-
port and the rule that brings this bill 
to the floor. I want to thank my good 
friend the gentlewoman from North 
Carolina (Mrs. MYRICK) for yielding me 
the time. 

There are many important functions 
of our Federal Government, Mr. Speak-
er, but probably no more important or 
more legitimate function than pro-
viding for our national defense. And I 
think it is very, very appropriate that 
this very strong pro-defense bill is 
named after our good friend, the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Chairman 
FLOYD SPENCE) who has been such a 
leader in this area for so many years. 

But I particularly want to thank the 
conferees and everyone who has worked 
so hard on the provisions for the sick 
nuclear workers that the gentleman 
from South Carolina (Mr. GRAHAM) just 
detailed. 

While Oak Ridge is in the district of 
my friend, the gentleman from Ten-
nessee (Mr. WAMP), about half the peo-
ple who work there live in my district. 
Over the years, several Oak Ridge nu-

clear workers suffering from beryllium 
disease and other health problems re-
lated to their work with radioactive 
material have come to me for assist-
ance, and we have always tried to get 
them the help we could. But more 
needed to be done. 

I especially want to congratulate my 
constituent Ann Orick who really led 
the fight to call attention to the plight 
and the problems of these sick workers. 
And I want to commend the gentleman 
from Tennessee (Mr. WAMP) and Sen-
ator THOMPSON who really led the bat-
tle in this Congress to see that appro-
priate action was taken. I was pleased 
to assist them in their heroic efforts. 

Now, hopefully, these workers will 
receive compensation and, much more 
importantly, medical treatment for 
their illnesses. They served our coun-
try well and they deserve no less. 

I want to urge adoption of this rule 
and adoption of this conference report. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. BISHOP). 

Mr. BISHOP. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me the 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, 3 years ago a bipartisan 
majority here in Congress passed the 
Defense budget that substantially in-
creased funding for the Armed Forces, 
launching a rebuilding process that is 
gradually addressing the deficiencies in 
readiness and quality of life in military 
service that had developed over many 
years of post-Cold War downsizing. 

Rebuilding has not been as fast as I 
would like and certainly not as fast as 
the men and women at the bases lo-
cated in the part of Georgia that I have 
the privilege of representing would 
like. But, on a bipartisan basis, we are 
moving in the right direction. 

For one thing, this bill authorizes a 
reorganization plan prepared by Army 
Secretary Caldera to shut down the 
School of the Americas at Fort 
Benning, Georgia, and to open a new 
program with a restructured cur-
riculum and with a strong independent 
oversight that includes congressional 
representation on the school’s board of 
visitors. 

This program, which teaches profes-
sionalism and the principles of democ-
racy to Latin American military and 
government personnel, is an important 
instrument of U.S. policy in our hemi-
sphere; and I commend Congress for its 
farsighted action on this issue. 

The bill also is commendable for 
stepping up the process of raising the 
quality of life for all Americans who 
are serving in our military and for 
those who faithfully served in the past. 
This includes the health care benefits 
for our veterans. And for active duty 
personnel, it includes a pay raise, new 
housing facilities and allowances, new 
reenlistment incentives, new child care 
centers, new educational assistance 
and establishment of a thrift savings 

plan, not to mention the funding for 
new equipment and weaponry that will 
greatly improve working conditions 
and our readiness. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill keeps our coun-
try moving in the right direction, and 
I urge all of our colleagues to give it 
their full support by voting for this 
rule and voting for the bill. 

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. MCKEON).

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman (Mrs. MYRICK) for 
yielding me the time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of the rule for the Fiscal Year 2001 
Floyd D. Spence Defense Authorization 
Act. 

Mr. Speaker, as a member of the con-
ference, I am proud of the bipartisan 
bill the House and Senate agreed upon. 
Over the last 8 years, the Clinton-Gore 
administration has cut defense spend-
ing to historic lows. In fact, the Serv-
ice Chiefs have testified that there is 
still a mismatch between resources and 
requirements. The services are migrat-
ing funds from modernization accounts 
to operations and support accounts to 
maintain current readiness. 

This bill tries to lessen the current 
Clinton-Gore impact on long-term 
readiness by increasing procurement 
accounts by $2.6 billion and increasing 
research and development accounts by 
$1 billion. 

The bill includes $688.6 million for 
the Joint Strike Fighter. Boeing re-
cently flew their concept demonstrator 
at Edwards Air Force Base, and their 
competitor, Lockheed Martin, is sched-
uled to fly their version later this 
month. 

We have included language in the bill 
which will require the Department of 
Defense to perform a cost study of final 
assembly and checkout alternatives for 
the Joint Strike Fighter program. 
Studies have been done that show that 
$2.2 billion can be saved by building the 
Joint Strike Fighter in California. The 
Joint Strike Fighter may be the last 
manned fighter ever built and is ex-
pected to be the fighter of choice by all 
three services and our allies, as well. 
The Joint Strike Fighter is important 
to our defense and to our economy. 

Also included is $115.3 million for re-
search and development to modify the 
B–2 fleet. The B–2 Spirit of America is 
the Air Force’s only all-weather, 
stealth, long-range bomber. The funds 
will be used to enhance the B–2 capa-
bilities making it far more capable 
even than it was in Allied Force. 

A Link 16 and Center instrument dis-
play will give connectivity for in-flight 
re-planning. New bomb racks to carry 
state-of-the-art weapons will increase 
its lethality, and maintainability up-
grades will increase its survivability. 

These are just a few examples of 
modernization efforts we have funded 
this year. Others have spoken of other 
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things we have done to improve our 
readiness and enhance the quality of 
life for our troops. This is a good bill 
and a good rule, and I urge all my col-
leagues to support it. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. UDALL). 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Speak-
er, I support this rule. I also will sup-
port the conference report. 

The conference report does include 
some things that I do not like. It omits 
some things also that I think should 
been included, especially the hate-
crimes provisions that were in the Sen-
ate bill and that the House instructed 
the conferees to accept. 

But I will support it because it in-
cludes vital legislation to set up a sys-
tem of compensation and care for cur-
rent and former nuclear weapons work-
ers made sick by on-the-job exposure to 
radiation, beryllium, and other dan-
gers. 

This has been a priority for me. For 
over a year, I have been working with 
colleagues from both sides of the aisle 
to achieve its enactment, and I am 
very pleased that the House today will 
be voting on it. 

This is a very important matter for 
our country. It is particularly impor-
tant for many Coloradans because our 
State is home to the Rocky Flats site, 
which for decades was a key part of the 
nuclear weapons complex. 

Now that that site’s military mission 
has ended and we are working hard to 
have Rocky Flats cleaned up and 
closed, we need to work just as hard to 
take care of the people who worked 
there.

The people who worked at Rocky 
Flats and the other nuclear weapons 
sites were part of our country’s defense 
just as much as those who wore the 
uniform of an armed service. They may 
not have been exposed to hostile fire, 
but they were exposed to radiation and 
beryllium and many other hazardous 
substances. And because of that, many 
have developed very serious illnesses 
while others will develop such illnesses 
in the future. 

Unfortunately, they have not been el-
igible for veterans’ benefits and they 
will be excluded from other programs 
because they technically worked for 
DOE contractors and for far too long 
the Government was not on their side. 

To explain what I mean, let me sum-
marize part of a recent statement by 
Dr. Lee Newman as it affects nuclear 
weapons workers. Dr. Newman says 
these workers were ‘‘failed by the Fed-
eral Government in at least eight 
ways.’’ 

The Federal Government failed to 
adequately warn them. The Govern-
ment failed to adequately protect 
them. The Government failed to insti-
tute medical monitoring. The Govern-
ment failed to support investigation of 
a beryllium disease epidemic affecting 

them. The Government failed to sup-
port compensation claims they filed. 
The Government failed to do enough to 
reduce exposure, provide education, 
and detect early disease. The Govern-
ment failed to support adequate re-
search on treatment. And the Govern-
ment failed to study and act on other 
occupation illnesses, including ones 
now covered by the conference report 
now before us. 

Now, the good news is that things 
have changed. Secretary Richardson 
and the administration have reversed a 
decades-old policy of opposing workers’ 
claims. Now we in the Congress need to 
finish the job. Today, by approving the 
conference report, we can start to do 
just that. 

I am not saying this is perfect legis-
lation. In fact, I think it can be further 
refined to include wages that workers 
lost because of these illnesses. But we 
are nearing the end of this Congress 
and time is of the essence, so we should 
adopt this rule and pass the conference 
report in order to take this essential 
first step. 

Mr. Speaker, we must pass this con-
ference report today. 

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Ken-
tucky (Mr. WHITFIELD). 

Mr. WHITFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I, like 
others, rise in strong support of this 
Fiscal Year 2001 Department of Defense 
conference report. 

I support this bill because we must 
reverse the downward spiral in defense 
spending that we have seen for more 
than a decade. That spiral has seri-
ously undermined our readiness, mod-
ernization, recruitment, and retention 
efforts. 

It has been my honor to represent the 
men and women serving in the military 
at Ft. Campbell, Kentucky. This legis-
lation is important to them because it 
provides those soldiers a 3.7 percent 
pay raise and provides up to $500 a 
month to assist soldiers and families 
who are forced to live on food stamps. 

For our military retirees, this bill fi-
nally fulfills the promise made when 
they joined the service years ago. It 
guarantees a lifetime health care ben-
efit for all retirees and their eligible 
family members. For Department of 
Energy contract and vendor employees, 
this bill establishes the first Federal 
program to compensate workers who 
have or will contract beryllium disease 
or certain cancers resulting from radi-
ation exposure. 

At a minimum, workers will be enti-
tled to a $150,000 lump sum payment 
plus medical expenses. For the employ-
ees that I represent at that Paducah 
Gaseous Diffusion Plant who have been 
unknowingly exposed to contaminated 
uranium, plutonium, neptunium, and 
other hazardous substances while pro-
ducing the materials needed to sustain 
our nuclear weapons arsenal through-
out the Cold War, approval of this com-

pensation package was a hard-fought 
and long-overdue victory.

b 1115 

I want to thank the gentleman from 
South Carolina (Mr. SPENCE), the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. HUNTER), 
and all of those on both sides of the 
aisle who worked on this important 
compensation package, the gentleman 
from Tennessee (Mr. WAMP), the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr. 
GRAHAM) on our side, the gentleman 
from Colorado (Mr. UDALL), the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. STRICKLAND), 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
KANJORSKI) and others. This is an im-
portant piece of legislation. It corrects 
some long overdue inequities. 

I urge all of my colleagues to support 
this Department of Defense conference 
report. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. SANCHEZ). 

Ms. SANCHEZ. I thank the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. FROST) for 
yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, as a member of the 
Committee on Armed Services, I rise in 
strong support of the National Defense 
Authorization Conference Report, H.R. 
4205. I would like to thank the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr. 
SPENCE) and the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. SKELTON), subcommittee 
chairs, ranking members and all com-
mittee staff who have worked so hard 
to get this bill ready. 

This year’s bill makes great strides 
towards improving modernization, 
quality of life and military readiness. 
First, military health care is getting 
on the right track, but there is still a 
lot we need to do. Second, recruiting 
and retention are showing signs of im-
provement, but it will be a constant 
challenge during strong economies and 
changing demographics. 

One area that I have been working on 
is to better inform our service mem-
bers about the true value of the total 
compensation that they get in the 
military. If younger service members 
fully understand the value of all their 
benefits, then they may opt to stay in 
military service more often. 

Third, I would like to commend the 
committee on their work in improving 
the research and development ac-
counts, specifically science and tech-
nology. R&D is the future of this Na-
tion’s defense. We should not short-
change our future to fund today. Re-
search and development is critical be-
cause it maintains our technological 
edge and helps our service people with 
the growing and changing needs of our 
national security. 

Finally, I would like to commend the 
committee for looking at California as 
a potential production site for the 
Joint Strike Fighter. Building the 
Joint Strike Fighter in California 
would save taxpayers billions of dollars 
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through State-sponsored economic in-
centives and by using existing produc-
tion facilities. If we are asking tax-
payers to support the best manned, 
equipped, and trained fighting force in 
the world, actually in the history of 
the world, then we must ensure that it 
is as cost effective as possible for tax-
payers. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. FRANK). 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I note with dismay but unfor-
tunately not with surprise that the 
hate crimes bill which got a majority 
vote in both houses is absent from this 
bill. 

Let me say we have seen this sce-
nario before, Mr. Speaker. A majority 
vote, according to the rules, for a cer-
tain result and the people in power bla-
tantly ignore the wishes of the major-
ity. Now, that describes two recent sit-
uations: the Serbian presidential elec-
tion and the conference committee on 
the defense bill. In the case of the Ser-
bian election, when the Milosevic re-
gime refused to pay attention to ma-
jority rule, the people found a way to 
remedy it. Here, a majority in both 
houses voted, a significant majority, 
for the hate crimes bill. Yet the people 
in power, emulating Milosevic, have 
decided to repudiate the results of the 
election. I hope a similar result will 
ensue.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of both the rule and the con-
ference report for the Floyd Spence National 
Defense Authorization for Fiscal Year 2001. 

First let me congratulate Chairman SPENCE, 
Ranking Member IKE SKELTON, and all the 
conferees for their hard work and dedication to 
the men and women who serve in our armed 
forces. 

I know that this was a difficult conference, 
with many hard issues to resolve, however the 
end product before us today has certainly 
been worth the wait. 

Mr. Speaker, I am specially grateful to the 
conferees for including important provisions, 
which address the needs of thousands of 
workers, including workers in my home state 
of Ohio, who were exposed to dangerous lev-
els of radiation, beryllium, and other toxic sub-
stances while working on our nation’s nuclear 
weapons programs. 

While these workers never served in our 
military, they nevertheless helped us to win 
the Cold War. 

Sadly, many of these workers today are suf-
fering from debilitating diseases directly re-
lated to plant conditions. 

The compensation package, included in this 
conference report represents a major step in 
recognizing their service and will provide 
needed help and assistance to these individ-
uals and their families, who are suffering from 
illness due to exposure. 

Mr. Speaker, I would also like to commend 
the conferees for helping to keep our promise 
to our military retirees, their families, and their 
survivors by: Restoring military healthcare as 
a benefit for life; Providing comprehensive 

pharmacy benefits; Extending the Tricare Sen-
ior Prime Program; and, Reducing the 
healthcare ‘‘out of pocket’’ expenses for all our 
military retirees from $7,500 to just $3,000. 

We can never fully repay the debt of grati-
tude we own the men and women who freely 
choose to serve in our armed forces. 

However, these needed provisions maintain 
our commitment, improve their quality of life, 
and will truly make a difference in the lives of 
those who served and sacrificed for our nation 
with honor and distinction. 

I urge all my colleagues to support this rule 
and this very important conference report. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I urge 
adoption of the rule, adoption of the 
conference report, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time, and I 
move the previous question on the res-
olution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, pursuant 

to House Resolution 616, I call up the 
conference report on the bill (H.R. 4205) 
to authorize appropriations for fiscal 
year 2001 for military activities of the 
Department of Defense, for military 
construction, and for defense activities 
of the Department of Energy, to pre-
scribe personnel strengths for such fis-
cal year for the Armed Forces, and for 
other purposes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
COOKSEY). Pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 616, the conference report is con-
sidered as having been read. 

(For conference report and state-
ment, see proceedings of the House of 
October 6, 2000 at page H9053.) 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr. 
SPENCE) and the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. SKELTON) each will control 
30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from South Carolina (Mr. SPENCE). 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the fiscal year 2001 de-
fense authorization bill has been a bi-
partisan effort from start to finish. In 
May, the bill was reported out of the 
Committee on Armed Services on a 
vote of 56–1. Later in May, the bill 
passed the House on a vote of 353–63. 
Now, I am pleased to report that all 
Armed Services Committee conferees 
in both the House and the Senate have 
chosen to sign this conference report in 
the latest reflection of the broad bipar-
tisan support for this legislation. 

This is not to mean that this has 
been an easy process. We faced having 
to reach agreement on over 800 legisla-
tive provisions, dealing with a broad 
range of topics, many having little or 
nothing to do with defense. However, 
with the strong cooperation of all 
Members on both sides of the aisle and 
a determination to once again com-

plete our work prior to adjournment, 
we are able to present to the House a 
strong agreement that furthers the na-
tional security of this Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, this legislation rep-
resents 6 years in a row that Congress 
has increased the level of defense 
spending requested by the President. 
Consistent with the budget resolution, 
this bill authorizes $4.5 billion above 
the budget request in order to address 
urgent shortfalls in key readiness prob-
lems, modernization and personnel ac-
counts. The four military service 
chiefs, in testimony before the Armed 
Services Committees, have repeatedly 
itemized these shortfalls in great de-
tail. While this bill will not eliminate 
these shortfalls, it will go a significant 
way toward addressing the most urgent 
of these requirements. 

I have said many a time that we are 
facing a military crisis in this country. 
Notwithstanding the efforts of Con-
gress, the readiness and combat effec-
tiveness of our Armed Forces continue 
to decline. Irrespective of who wins the 
election in November, America faces a 
fundamental national security choice 
next year. Either we accept our role as 
the sole global superpower and step up 
and provide our military with the asso-
ciated necessary resources, or we de-
cline this difficult responsibility and 
start to walk away. I believe the choice 
should be clear, but continuing to at-
tempt to fulfill our superpower respon-
sibilities on the cheap is simply no 
longer an option. We are running our 
military into the ground, continuing to 
lose our most valuable national re-
source, our men and women in uniform, 
and falling further behind the urgent 
need to recapitalize the force. 

With that admonition, Mr. Speaker, I 
want to briefly cover two aspects of the 
conference report that deserve par-
ticular attention. Others will highlight 
the other important provisions in the 
conference report. 

First, this bill continues the work 
started by Congress last year in ad-
dressing the serious problem facing our 
military retiree programs. Last year, 
we successfully reformed the military 
retirement system and restored con-
fidence in a program that had lost its 
appeal in attracting and retaining our 
best and brightest Americans into mili-
tary service. This year, we continued 
this support by tackling an even 
thornier problem, the military health 
care system, and, in particular, access 
to adequate health care by the oldest 
portion of our military retirees, those 
who currently lose access to military 
care when they become eligible for 
Medicare. 

This conference report allows Con-
gress to finally fulfill the pledge given 
to millions of military retirees that 
they would receive lifetime medical 
coverage in exchange for their selfless 
military service to the Nation. The 
conference agreement would establish 
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a permanent program for all Medicare 
eligible military retirees and depend-
ents to receive lifetime coverage under 
the TRICARE health care program. 
The bill would also provide a much-
needed expansion of prescription drug 
coverage to ensure that all retirees 
have full access to this critical mili-
tary benefit. 

Finally, the conference agreement 
recognizes the need to continue to ag-
gressively improve the TRICARE sys-
tem program as it takes on an ex-
panded beneficiary population. 

Mr. Speaker, the second area I want-
ed to briefly cover involves the dif-
ficult question of how best to com-
pensate Department of Energy and con-
tractor employees suffering from the 
ill effects of exposure to radiation and 
other hazardous substances. This be-
comes one of the most difficult issues 
in conference and it raises a series of 
very complex and difficult policy ques-
tions. However, I am pleased to note 
that the conference agreement includes 
landmark legislation establishing a 
new energy employees occupational ill-
ness compensation program. This pro-
gram establishes statutory eligibility 
for workers exposed to radiation, beryl-
lium and silica in the course of car-
rying out their work in the United 
States nuclear weapons complex. I be-
lieve this is a just and fitting response 
by Congress to the tragic situation fac-
ing these courageous Americans who 
played an important but often unrecog-
nized role in helping us win the Cold 
War. 

Mr. Speaker, this conference report 
is a result of hundreds of compromises 
with the Senate. In this regard, the 
outcomes are not all what we would 
like them to be. However, it remains a 
sound and balanced proposal that de-
serves the full support of my col-
leagues. That is what conferences are 
all about, compromise. We are able to 
bring this legislation today before us 
as a result of the hard work and com-
mitment to success by all conferees in 
both parties on both sides of the aisle, 
from both houses. In particular, the 
critical roles played by the Committee 
on Armed Services subcommittee and 
panel chairmen and ranking members 
deserve mention. We unfortunately lost 
our good friend and Readiness Sub-
committee chairman Herb Bateman be-
fore we began the final work on our 
bill. But Herb’s characteristic imprints 
are all over this bill and its many pro-
visions to shore up sagging military 
readiness. I also want to thank my 
friend, the gentleman from Missouri 
(Mr. SKELTON), for another very pro-
ductive effort in guiding this bill 
through the process in an open and bi-
partisan fashion. In our committee, bi-
partisanship is not merely talk. It is 
the only way to approach the very dif-
ficult national security issues we must 
address. 

I also want to thank Chairman WAR-
NER and his colleagues on the Senate 

Armed Services Committee for sharing 
our mutual commitment to complete 
the conference report in spite of over-
whelming odds. It is this continued bi-
partisan and bicameral commitment 
that allows Congress to provide this 
critical legislation every year. 

Finally, I want to single out the ex-
traordinary efforts of my friend and 
colleague the gentlewoman from Jack-
sonville, FL (Mrs. FOWLER) who as a 
senior member of the committee and of 
the House leadership team has been an 
indispensable ally in helping us arrive 
at the best possible outcomes on so 
many issues. 

Mr. Speaker, this legislation is im-
portant to our troops, to our military 
families, to our military retirees, and 
to the continued protection of our na-
tional security. It deserves a strong 
vote of confidence in this body. I would 
ask my colleagues to vote accordingly.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 5 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of the conference report to accompany 
H.R. 4205, the Floyd D. Spence National 
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal 
Year 2001.

b 1130 

It is appropriate that this bill has 
been named in honor of our distin-
guished chairman, the gentleman from 
South Carolina (Mr. SPENCE). I want to 
commend him for his leadership 
throughout the long and sometimes 
difficult deliberations on this legisla-
tion. We produced an excellent bill for 
national defense, and this conference 
report deserves the support of all the 
Members in the House. 

This conference report builds upon 
the President’s budget proposal for de-
fense and makes important improve-
ments in military quality of life, readi-
ness, and modernization programs. 
Moreover, this bill will keep the prom-
ise of lifetime health care for all mili-
tary retirees. We have been working to 
make this the year of military health 
care, and I am proud of those Members 
of our committee on both sides of the 
aisle who worked so diligently to im-
prove health care for our military re-
tirees, as well as for the active duty 
service members and their families. 

I want to especially recognize the ef-
forts of the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. BUYER) and the gentleman from 
Hawaii (Mr. ABERCROMBIE), the chair-
man and ranking member of our Sub-
committee on Military Personnel, and 
the gentleman from Mississippi (Mr. 
TAYLOR), who has been a leader in this 
effort from the beginning. 

For military retirees, the conference 
report provides permanent medical 
coverage under TRICARE for military 
retirees over age 65; expands and makes 
permanent TRICARE Senior Prime, 
also known as Medicare Subvention, 

provided Congress approves a new 
agreement; establishes a permanent 
pharmacy benefit with access to the 
national mail order program and retail 
pharmacies; and reduces catastrophic 
expenses from $7,500 to $3,000 for re-
tired TRICARE beneficiaries. 

Mr. Speaker, for active duty service 
members and their families, the con-
ference report provides TRICARE 
Prime Remote to active duty family 
members; eliminates copayments for 
active duty family members in 
TRICARE Prime and TRICARE Prime 
Remote; phases in chiropractic care to 
active duty personnel; reimburses cer-
tain travel expenses for military fami-
lies who must travel to a referred spe-
cialist; eliminates certain referral re-
quirements for specialty care; and im-
proves TRICARE claims processing and 
reduces costs. 

In addition to these health care im-
provements, I am pleased that the con-
ference report includes increases in 
funding for the procurement of weap-
ons, ammunition and equipment, for 
research and development, and for op-
erations and maintenance. 

The conference report supports the 
important Army transformation initia-
tive, recognizing the need for the Army 
to build a medium weight force that is 
capable of quickly deploying to a full 
spectrum of contingencies. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased that this 
conference report includes authoriza-
tion for the Energy Employees’ Occu-
pational Illness Compensation Pro-
gram. This program will help com-
pensate those thousands of workers 
who become ill from exposure to dan-
gerous levels of radiation, beryllium, 
and other toxic substances while they 
worked in our Nation’s nuclear weap-
ons programs. These workers are the 
unsung heroes of our victory in the 
Cold War, and it is only appropriate 
that we acknowledge their sacrifice 
and compensate them for their ill-
nesses. 

Mr. Speaker, this conference report 
is the result of cooperation and com-
promise between the House and the 
Senate and between Members of both 
sides of the aisle. It deserves strong bi-
partisan support, and I urge all Mem-
bers to vote for the approval of this 
conference report, which is named ap-
propriately so for our chairman, the 
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr. 
SPENCE).

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. HUNTER), the chairman of 
our Subcommittee on Military Pro-
curement. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the chairman, the gentleman from 
South Carolina (Mr. SPENCE), for yield-
ing me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to congratulate 
the gentleman from South Carolina 
(Mr. SPENCE) also for his great leader-
ship in maneuvering this bill through 
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some pretty tough waters here in the 
last several weeks, and the gentleman 
from Missouri (Mr. SKELTON) for his 
leadership; and also for my ranking 
member, the gentleman from Virginia 
(Mr. SISISKY), who worked as my part-
ner to help put together the procure-
ment package that is manifest in this 
bill. 

Mr. Speaker, let me just run over a 
few things that we did for the services. 
The Army General Shinseki needed a 
light armored force that could be 
quickly moved around the world to 
react to emergencies. We do not have 
that capability right now. We have 
heavy armor, and we have soft bodies 
in the airborne groups. We do not have 
that ability to move a light armor 
around; and he is working to develop 
that transformed Army, and we re-
warded his initiative with some money 
to put these first several brigades of 
new Army units together. 

He is moving out on that program. 
With respect to the Navy, we preserved 
the option to keep some 688 submarines 
that otherwise would be junked or re-
tired because of refueling costs. We put 
in money to refuel them so we can get 
that attack submarine force up from 
the 56 or so boats that we have now up 
to around 65 or 70. 

With respect to the Air Force, we re-
instated the caps for the F–22; but we 
gave a little breathing room, a percent 
and a half of breathing room, for EMD 
so they can have a robust testing and 
manufacturing program for the F–22. 
We think that is important for the Air 
Force. 

Now we still have major problems 
with procurement, and we are spending 
$30 billion too little annually to up-
grade the force structure that we have 
now to keep modern equipment in the 
force structure that we have now. 

The Joint Chiefs testified the other 
day, General Shinseki, that we are $3 
billion short on critical ammunition 
supplies for the Army. The CNO testi-
fied that we have about a 50 percent 
shortage of Tomahawk missiles and the 
Air Force said we are 50 percent short 
of munitions. We have a lot of ground 
to make up. We are going to try to do 
that in the next year or so, but this 
was a good bipartisan bill and a good 
start. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. SISISKY). 

Mr. SISISKY. Mr. Speaker, my col-
league and friend, the gentleman from 
California (Mr. HUNTER), did not tell 
the whole story; but this conference re-
port includes over $63 billion for pro-
curement. That is a lot of money, but 
I believe it gets America more than the 
number might indicate. In fact, I would 
call this America’s first true post-Cold 
War defense budget. 

The reduction in the size of our mili-
tary forces begun in 1990 is largely 
complete. Troop numbers are stable, 

and this year’s authorization uses the 
power of technology to equip those 
forces to do a more effective job and 
with less risk to our troops. It begins 
to outfit those troops to meet the mis-
sions they are likely to face today and 
tomorrow. We authorize and fully fund 
the Army’s bold effort to become faster 
and more mobile without losing its 
punch. The Air Force will move into 
the 21st century with the immensely 
capable F–22 fighter; and the Navy gets 
new technology, ships and creative 
ways to buy them that will defend the 
taxpayers’ wallets. 

The procurement program in this bill 
does not provide all the answers, but it 
should eliminate a lot of questions 
about whether America’s military is 
ready for today’s challenges. 

Finally, let me commend my friend 
and subcommittee chairman, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. HUNTER), 
for the cooperation he and the staff 
showed in putting our title together. I 
commend to the attention of other 
Members the fact that the staff of the 
Committee on Armed Services is bipar-
tisan in intent and in effect. In large 
part, this is why this bill turned out so 
well for the country and for Members 
interested in national defense. 

The bottom line is, we must never 
forget why we are here and what this 
bill is really for. This bill supports the 
great young military men and women 
who protect our freedom. It provides 
equipment and training, keeps commit-
ments for health care and supports 
their families. I ask all my colleagues 
to support this conference report.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. BARTON), 
for the purpose of a colloquy.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
this will be very brief also. I want to 
clarify an aspect of section 3303 of the 
conference report which provides in 
part for the cleanup of uranium mill 
tailings from the former Atlas uranium 
mine. 

The bill language directs the Sec-
retary of Energy to prepare a remedi-
ation plan with the help of the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences to deter-
mine the right way to remediate this 
site. Elsewhere in this provision is 
other bill language which appears to 
define remediation as being relocation 
of the tailings pile. I am concerned 
that someone might view this language 
as authorizing removal of the tailings 
pile regardless of the findings of the 
NAS or the remediation plan developed 
by the Secretary. 

My understanding is that we are au-
thorizing an objective threshold deter-
mination by the Secretary of Energy, 
with the advice of the National Acad-
emy of Sciences, on whether or not the 
Atlas pile needs to be moved, and that 
only if a determination to move the 
pile is made would the condition apply 
that the pile must be moved out of the 

Colorado floodplain to another location 
in the State of Utah. 

Is this the understanding of the gen-
tleman of how this provision will oper-
ate? 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I yield to the 
gentleman from South Carolina. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
thank the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
BARTON) for his inquiry. 

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman is cor-
rect. We expect the Secretary will de-
velop a remediation plan that fully 
considers the recommendation of the 
National Academy of Sciences in order 
to reach an objective determination by 
the Secretary on whether the pile 
should be relocated or simply treated 
in place. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I thank the distinguished chairman of 
the Committee on Armed Services for 
his response.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. HOYER).

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr. 
SKELTON) for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to say I adopt 
the remarks made by the ranking 
member and the chairman as well as 
my friend, the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. SISISKY), with respect to this 
bill. I am a strong supporter of its pro-
visions as it deals with readiness and 
as it deals with quality of life for our 
members of the armed services. 

I want to talk about really an extra-
neous provision on this bill which I am 
very pleased with. The National Com-
mission on Fire Prevention and Con-
trol issued a report in 1973 called Amer-
ica Burning. For the Fire Service, this 
was a turning point in its 350-year his-
tory. This is another turning point. 
The fire package attached to this con-
ference report is a scaled-back version 
of legislation offered by my good 
friend, the gentleman from New Jersey 
(Mr. PASCRELL). The gentleman from 
New Jersey (Mr. PASCRELL) has cham-
pioned his fire act tirelessly for the 
past 2 years. Some told the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. PASCRELL) that 
it would not happen. 

I note that on the floor today, as 
well, is my good friend, the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. WELDON), who 
cochairs the Fire Service Caucus with 
me. He and I are still working on get-
ting an additional $100 million in emer-
gency funds available for our fire fight-
ers. 

To the credit of the gentleman from 
New Jersey (Mr. PASCRELL), he never 
lost faith. He pushed and working to-
gether with all of us in the Fire Service 
Caucus, and I note the gentleman from 
New Jersey (Mr. ANDREWS) is also on 
the floor with me. We have one of the 
finest pieces of legislation for fire 
fighters this Congress has ever passed, 
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and I thank the chairman. I thank the 
ranking member, the gentleman from 
Missouri (Mr. SKELTON), and Senator 
WARNER as well, for their leadership 
and help on this, and congratulate the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
WELDON) for his work on this as well.

To his credit, he never lost faith. He pushed, 
cajoled, and lobbied tirelessly to move his leg-
islation forward. As a cochair of the Fire Cau-
cus I would like to thank him, the Fire Service 
organizations and literally thousands of fire 
fighters from across the Nation for all their 
hard work. 

I would also like to thank my fellow cochairs 
ROB ANDREWS, CURT WELDON, and SHERRY 
BOEHLERT for all their leadership on this issue. 

Mr. Speaker, as I said before this is a wa-
tershed moment for the Fire Service and I 
urge all my colleagues to support the con-
ference report. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. WELDON), the chairman 
of our Subcommittee on Military Re-
search and Development. 

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, first of all, I want to thank 
our distinguished chairman, the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr. 
SPENCE), for this conference report. No 
one has done more in this Congress 
over the past 6 years and beyond on be-
half of America’s national security 
than the gentleman from South Caro-
lina (Mr. SPENCE). He has been a tire-
less advocate for our military, and it is 
appropriate that we name this bill in 
his honor. It has been my pleasure and 
honor to serve with him and under 
him. 

Equally, I am proud to serve with the 
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. SKEL-
TON), a real gentleman and someone 
who is always doing what is best for 
our service personnel. I want to pay 
special attention to those Members 
who will not be coming back with us. 
We lost Herb Bateman this year, one of 
our real giants in the Congress. We all 
miss him because of his leadership on 
defense issues. 

I want to add our thanks to the gen-
tlewoman from Florida (Mrs. FOWLER) 
and the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. KA-
SICH) for their service on the com-
mittee, but I want to especially single 
out my good friend, the gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. PICKETT). He has 
been my ranking member on the sub-
committee for 6 years. I am proud of 
the fact that we have never had a split 
vote on any issue in 6 years. Now, that 
speaks to how we can work together 
with almost 30 members of the com-
mittee on issues that are important to 
America’s security. 

I thank the gentleman from Virginia 
(Mr. PICKETT) for being an outstanding 
American. I appreciate his work. 

In terms of the overall bill and R&D, 
we made the best of a bad situation. In 
my opinion, this bill is not adequate to 
meet the defense needs when we couple 
the decreasing defense spending with 

massively increasing use of our troops 
and a total disregard for proliferation. 
Therefore, our rogue state enemies 
have technologies that we did not ex-
pect them to have for 15 or 20 years be-
cause arms control agreements have 
not been enforced. In the R&D area, 
the administration cut R&D spending 
by 25 percent over the last 8 years. We 
have gradually tried to reverse that. 
This year’s bill adds a billion dollars 
under the R&D account lines.

b 1145 
We focus on the three newest threats 

that we see emerging in the 21st cen-
tury: 

One, the threat of missile prolifera-
tion. We increase funding for both the-
ater missile defense and national mis-
sile defense; 

Two, the threat from the use of weap-
ons of mass destruction, and we in-
crease funding significantly in that 
area; 

Finally, the threat from information 
warfare or cyberterrorism. We increase 
funding in that area. We created a spe-
cial core of young people to deal with 
the issue of information dominance and 
cyberterrorism. 

We also deal with the issue of estab-
lishing a Federal-wide national data 
fusion center. 

Several Members have talked about 
an add-on to the bill. Contrary to what 
has been said, it was an entirely new 
initiative for our domestic defenders. 
It has not just one part, but seven key 
parts. 

First of all, it takes technology from 
the military and establishes a delib-
erate mechanism with the fire service 
groups to transfer that technology to 
our domestic defenders. 

Number two, it elevates our fire and 
EMS community to get first access to 
surplus equipment that the military no 
longer has a need of. 

Number three, it includes the bill au-
thored by the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. BRADY), our good friend, which I 
cosponsored with him, to deal with a 
$10 million authorization for Hepatitis 
C demonstration projects in both our 
cities and within the military emer-
gency response community. 

Number four, it has the military look 
at the whole access of frequency spec-
trum, and to deal with that. 

It also includes a provision for fund-
ing. 

These are all new initiatives. It is the 
domestic defender package. I am proud 
that this Congress for the first time in 
40 years did something besides talk 
about the fire service in America. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. ORTIZ). 

Mr. ORTIZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of H.R. 4205, the Chair-
man Floyd Spence National Defense 
Authorization Act for fiscal year 2001. 

I would like to thank my good friend, 
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr. 

SKELTON), the ranking member, for a 
good, good job, and of course the other 
Members and the staff. 

I would be remiss if I did not ac-
knowledge the significant contribu-
tions of our recently deceased sub-
committee chairman and colleague, 
Herb Bateman. He contributed immeas-
urably to the committee, the Congress, 
and the Nation. Few have been willing 
to take the extra steps and extraor-
dinary measures he took while serving 
this great Nation. We will sorely miss 
him. 

We will also miss the active partici-
pation and support of my good friend, 
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. PICK-
ETT), the gentlewoman from Florida 
(Mrs. FOWLER), and the gentleman from 
Missouri (Mr. TALENT), who have cho-
sen not to return to this body next ses-
sion. We wish them well. 

Mr. Speaker, on balance, I believe the 
readiness portion of the bill is a signifi-
cant and prudent step in the right di-
rection. It is not all that I would like 
to see, but we could definitely not sat-
isfy all the different requests that we 
had. 

This year, just over $1 billion have 
been added to the readiness accounts. 
Members will find increases for those 
activities that contribute directly to 
increased readiness. Funding has been 
included for flying hours for the Air 
Force and Naval Reserve units, depot 
maintenance for active and reserve 
components, real property mainte-
nance, the Marine Corps’ corrosion 
control program, army range mod-
ernization, impact aid funding, cold 
weather equipment for personnel, and 
other items too numerous to mention 
here. 

Many of the programs we were able 
to fund in the bill address the 
Services’s unfunded requirements. 

There are also a number of policies 
that will have a direct impact on readi-
ness. For example, we tasked the De-
partment to provide the Congress in-
formation on requirements to reduce 
the backlog in maintenance. 

I ask my friends and colleagues to 
support this nonpartisan bill. It is a 
good bill. We request their vote. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 31⁄2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BUYER), 
chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Military Personnel.

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

I do not believe I could take 3 min-
utes to describe all of the work that 
has been done in the personnel section 
of this bill, so I want to take a moment 
and pay some tribute and thanks. 

I want to thank in particular the 
chairman, the gentleman from South 
Carolina (Mr. SPENCE), and the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. SKELTON), 
because when the Buyer proposal to ex-
tend health care for life to the military 
retirees came up, they said yes. They 
backed it up. 
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Then they went to the leadership, 

and the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
HASTERT), the Speaker of the House, 
said yes, and put the pressure then on 
the Senate; not that the Senate did not 
particularly want to go in that direc-
tion. They have their own problems in 
the Senate. But in fact, the conference 
committee came together, and we are 
keeping faith with America’s veterans. 

Let us talk about motive for a mo-
ment. I am going to make an appeal to 
the country. Why should we be doing 
this? I think it is very simple. The mo-
tivation behind my efforts is this: 
When I think of the World War II and 
the Korean War veterans, who are now 
over 65, they fought for freedom. 

They were truly crusaders. They 
fought for no bounty of their own. 
They protected the borders and the in-
terests of our Nation, as they also 
sought freedom for people around the 
world. Yet, when they came home and 
then they retired, and now they are 
over 65, they are not free. How ironic 
that those who fought for freedom are 
not free. 

People say, ‘‘What do you mean, 
Steve, they are not free?’’ They do not 
have freedom of movement. They re-
tired next to a medical treatment facil-
ity. Then we go through a base closure, 
and then all of a sudden they lose that 
retirement benefit. 

This bill gives freedom, freedom to 
those who fought for it. They now do 
not have to live next to a military 
medical treatment facility. They can 
live anywhere they choose around the 
country. If they want to go now to be 
with their children so they can spend 
out the years with their grandchildren, 
they can do it. 

We also included in here a pharmacy 
benefit that is an earned benefit. What 
we sought to do is to give that over 65 
military retiree the greatest arena of 
choice. So now they can go to the med-
ical treatment facility for their drugs 
if they like, they can utilize the mail 
order pharmacy. We have a retail net-
work. Then if they do not like the for-
mulary, the list of those drugs, they 
can even go to an out-of-retail net-
work. 

I am going to throw a caveat out 
here on all the good things we have 
done on health care. I am going to 
speak directly now to the seniors who 
are about to use this program. There 
are no co-pays and there are no 
deductibles. If the utilization rates get 
out of whack, we are going to come 
back here and impose co-pays and 
deductibles. They have been extended 
by this Congress as an earned yet gen-
erous benefit. Do not abuse it. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. PICKETT), 
who has chosen to leave this body, but 
leaves a tremendous record of service 
to our Nation. 

Mr. PICKETT. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

I appreciate the kind remarks from the 
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. SKEL-
TON). I also want to thank the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Chairman 
SPENCE) for his leadership on the Com-
mittee on Armed Services, and particu-
larly I want to thank the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. WELDON), 
chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Military Research and Development, 
for being such a pleasure to work with 
on this subcommittee. 

The conferees are to be commended 
for this conference report, and in par-
ticular, for the military research and 
development program. The level of au-
thorization for R&D provided over and 
above the administration’s request, 
some $1 billion more, provides an im-
pressive total of $38.8 billion for re-
search, development, tests, and evalua-
tion. The report strikes an excellent 
balance between mature R&D programs 
and investment for additional leap-
ahead technologies. 

Major programs, such as the F–22 
Raptor, Comanche, and Army Trans-
formation Plan, will continue as pro-
grammed. In addition, the report deals 
responsibly with the Joint Strike 
Fighter program, given recent program 
slippage, and also robustly funds anti-
submarine warfare initiatives.

The outcome for the DD–21 program 
should give the Department ample 
room to make successful adjustments 
in this program. Investments for leap-
ahead technologies included in this 
conference report represent an even 
greater commitment to confront the 
evolving asymmetrical threats of the 
future. 

The conferees agreed to provide addi-
tional assistance for combatting ter-
rorism, for overhead reconnaissance 
capabilities, and for enhancing the se-
curity measures for information sys-
tems. 

Other provisions also provided addi-
tional investments for an assortment 
of promising battle management sys-
tems, next-generation night vision ca-
pabilities, radars, lasers, and sensors. 

This is a conference report that 
strikes a constructive balance between 
short-term and long-term investments. 
I urge its adoption. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from Jacksonville, Florida 
(Mrs. FOWLER). 

Mrs. FOWLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
express my strong support for the con-
ference report on the fiscal year 2001 
defense authorization bill. This will be 
my last time to come to the well to 
support a defense authorization bill. 
This is the eighth one in my eighth 
year, and this is one of the best we 
have had. 

I want to thank the generous and 
kind remarks that were made by my 
chairman and some of the members of 
the Committee. 

I first want to pay tribute, again, to 
a really dear departed colleague, Herb 

Bateman, who worked so hard on the 
readiness portion of this bill. Herb’s 
contributions to this legislation were 
critical, and this bill may be the best 
evidence ever of his unyielding com-
mitment to our Nation’s military read-
iness and our men and women in uni-
form. 

Mr. Speaker, make no mistake about 
it, we do have a readiness crisis in our 
military today. Last year, during a 
visit to Naval Air Station Jackson-
ville, I learned that only four of 21 P–
3 aircraft based there could even get off 
the ground due to spare parts shortages 
and other maintenance shortfalls. 

I checked back on the status of the 
wing just last month, a year later, to 
see how many of those aircraft now 
were rated mission capable. The num-
ber had risen. Now seven out of the 21 
could fly, but of those seven, only two 
were fully mission capable. 

Meanwhile, this administration’s 
own Defense Science Board Task Force 
on Quality of Life has found that the 
majority of our military and family 
housing is unsuitable. The current 
Navy building replacement rate is 
roughly 175 years. In the Air Force 
alone today, we have a real property 
maintenance backlog of some $4.3 bil-
lion. Our most recent readiness reports 
indicate that over half of the Army’s 
combat training centers scored the 
lowest possible rating, a C–4. 

I want to just quote a General com-
manding one of those elite training 
schools: ‘‘This mode of operation can-
not be sustained another year without 
incurring unacceptable safety risks and 
severe training quality degradation.’’ 

These are not the exceptions, these 
are the rule. They should remain trou-
bling to every Member of this body. 
This outstanding bill goes to correct 
some of these troubling readiness 
issues.

Among other things, this bill would authorize 
a $1 billion increase in funding for critical 
readiness accounts, including an additional 
$335 million for Depot Maintenance; $223 mil-
lion for spare parts; and $428 million for real 
property maintenance. These budget adjust-
ments reflect badly needed increases to deal 
with serious readiness problems facing our 
military today. 

Aside from authorizing key programs, this 
bill contains many important policy measures 
aimed at improving our ability to track military 
readiness. Moreover, the bill includes a modi-
fied version of H.R. 3616, the Impact Aid Re-
authorization Act of 2000, including provisions 
to speed payments to heavily impacted school 
districts, authorize the Secretary of Education 
to provide grants to school districts unable to 
raise funds through local bond efforts to ren-
ovate and repair schools, and other key steps. 

This outstanding bill strongly merits the 
House’s support. It contains landmark legisla-
tion to provide health care and pharmacy ben-
efits to our military retirees, addresses the 
health care needs of our nation’s nuclear 
workers, and achieves significant savings 
through multiyear procurement authorities. It is 
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a fitting tribute to the man for whom it is 
named, Armed Services Committee chairman 
FLOYD D. SPENCE, who has labored tirelessly 
for months to produce the excellent bill before 
us today. I also would take a moment to ex-
press my deepest appreciation to the com-
mittee staff for their hard work. I urge adoption 
of this outstanding legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill merits the 
House support. 

I want to thank the chairman, who 
has worked tirelessly to bring this bill 
to the floor and for whom it is named, 
the gentleman from South Carolina 
(Mr. SPENCE). He has spent many hours 
on this. 

I thank the ranking member, the 
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. SKEL-
TON), for all his hard work. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. TAYLOR), who did so very 
much to further the health care issue 
along that is reflected in this legisla-
tion. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to remind 
the previous speaker and every speak-
er, every person who serves in this 
body, that Article 1, Section 8 of the 
Constitution says it is Congress’ job to 
provide for the national defense. It 
goes on to say in Article 1, Section 9 of 
the Constitution that no money may 
be drawn from the Treasury except by 
consequence of an appropriation by 
Congress. 

If there are too few ships, if there are 
too few planes, if the people are under-
paid, living in poor housing, it is be-
cause Congress has failed its job. It is 
that simple. 

Mr. Speaker, the day the Republican 
majority took over Congress, there 
were 392 ships. At this date, it is 318. In 
the last 6 years the Democrats ran the 
House, there were 56 ships put in the 
budget. In the past 6 years, the Repub-
lican Congress has put in 33.

b 1200 

We have done some great things on 
health care. We have done some great 
things on other things, but there is a 
heck of a lot of work to be done. To-
night there will be a presidential de-
bate. Both candidates will unfortu-
nately spend all their time talking 
about tax breaks of a nonexistent sur-
plus. 

Mr. Speaker, I would remind them 
that until we get kids out of 30-year-
old helicopters, till we get those young 
Americans who are serving our country 
out of 30-year-old airplanes, until we 
get to a point where we are going to 
have more than a 200-ship Navy, be-
cause at the present procurement 
rates, that is where we are going to be 
at no time at all, then there is no 
money for tax breaks, because the 
highest priority for this Nation, the 
highest priority for this Congress 

should and must always be to provide 
for the common defense. 

Mr. Speaker, I am going to vote for 
this bill because it does a lot of good 
things, but before one of my colleagues 
comes to this floor and says we have 
plenty of money for tax breaks, let me 
remind them of all the work that still 
remains to be done. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DREIER), the chairman of 
our Committee on Rules. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of this legislation, 
which is very aptly named for the dis-
tinguished gentleman from South 
Carolina (Mr. SPENCE), chairman of the 
Committee on Armed Services, and I 
want to congratulate the gentleman 
for the hard work he has put into this. 

This is, as has just been pointed out 
by statements that have been made 
here, a measure that enjoys bipartisan 
support. We are extremely proud over 
the past several years we have been 
able to take on this issue of rebuilding 
our national defense. It has been a very 
high priority. It was stated here very 
clearly by the gentleman from Illinois 
(Speaker HASTERT) at the beginning of 
the 106th Congress that as we looked at 
the four issues with which we were 
going to deal, improving public edu-
cation, providing tax relief to working 
families, saving Social Security and 
Medicare, clearly, as has been pointed 
out, rebuilding our Nation’s capability 
has been a top priority. That is exactly 
what this legislation and the con-
ference report which we are consid-
ering will be doing. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to espe-
cially express my appreciation for a 
very important provision in this meas-
ure which deals with the issue of expor-
tation of the export of computers. I be-
lieve that we have come to a very im-
portant compromise on this, which 
does reduce the time level, but at the 
same time, underscores our commit-
ment to our national defense. I appre-
ciate my colleagues for doing that, and 
I thank the gentleman from Missouri 
(Mr. SKELTON) for joining with me in 
that effort. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Hawaii 
(Mr. ABERCROMBIE), who is in the fore-
front of the military retiree effort, the 
ranking member of the Subcommittee 
on Military Personnel.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in support of the conference report 
for the Floyd D. Spence National De-
fense Authorization Act. I say to the 
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr. 
SPENCE), I like the sound of that title. 
I urge my colleagues to support this 
important measure. 

I want to recognize the gentleman 
from South Carolina (Chairman 
SPENCE) for his leadership and steward-
ship of the past several years. While he 
will step down as chairman next year, 

I know that he will continue to con-
tribute to the committee’s efforts to 
improve the quality of life for our serv-
ice members and their families and 
provide for a strong national defense. 

I would also like to acknowledge the 
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. SKEL-
TON), the ranking member, for his guid-
ance and leadership. Both individuals 
have placed the security of our country 
above partisan struggle and have con-
tinued the committee’s tradition of bi-
partisanship and cooperation. 

As the ranking member of the Sub-
committee on Military Personnel, I am 
proud to say that the conference agree-
ment before us includes quite a list of 
accomplishments in the personnel 
arena. We are sending a strong signal 
to the men and women in uniform that 
we have listened to their concerns 
about their need to provide for a qual-
ity of life for themselves and their fam-
ilies, and we have taken the steps to 
address those concerns. 

I also am particularly pleased that a 
number of health care provisions that I 
proposed have been adopted. I want to 
recognize the efforts of the Sub-
committee on Military Personnel 
chairman, the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. BUYER), for his dedication and 
commitment to improving the lives of 
our service members. 

Working together, and I want to em-
phasize that point, Mr. Speaker, work-
ing together, we have made major 
strides in providing for our service 
members, retirees, and their families. 

Finally, I would like to thank the 
full committee staff and, in particular, 
the Subcommittee on Military Per-
sonnel staff, including Debra Wada, 
Nancy Warner, John Chapla, Mike Hig-
gins and Ed Eyatt. It is a terrific team, 
Mr. Speaker, one that this body can be 
proud of; and it exemplifies the kind of 
staff work that the entire community 
of people throughout the United States 
can be proud of. The scope of their as-
sistance is immeasurable. 

Let me conclude, Mr. Speaker, by re-
ferring to one of the most important 
aspects of the bill, which is the promise 
that we keep our Medicare-eligible 
military retirees to restore access to 
lifetime military health care. The gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BUYER) has 
gone into this in some detail. 

The conference agreement allows the 
Medicare-eligible retirees who are cur-
rently forced out of the system when 
they turn 65 to continue their coverage 
under TRICARE. Mr. Speaker, I realize 
I am at the end of my remarks, but I 
would like to emphasize as I close that 
the bipartisanship that we have en-
joyed I hope will continue regardless of 
what happens in November, and I for 
one am pledged to it.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 15 seconds. 

Mr. Speaker, I feel it is necessary to 
remind our colleagues that it was the 
administration that cut the defense 
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budget and this Congress has added 
back $60 billion over the past 5 years, 
and we still need to do more.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. THORN-
BERRY), who is the chairman of our 
DOE panel. 

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in support of this conference re-
port, but I also rise in appreciation of 
the work of the gentleman from South 
Carolina (Chairman SPENCE) as he has 
guided this committee over the last 6 
years. I think it is fitting to honor him 
in the title of this bill, which helps 
make our country stronger and safer, 
because that is exactly what he has 
done as well. 

Mr. Speaker, as we have heard, this 
bill takes a big step forward towards 
keeping our commitment to military 
retirees. I think it is the most signifi-
cant progress we have made towards 
keeping that commitment. The bill 
also does right by those who have 
served our country in the nuclear 
weapons complex, and I would like to 
particularly thank two of my constitu-
ents, Mr. Pete Lopez, who came to 
Washington from Amarillo, Texas, to 
help testify about that proposal, and 
also Frank George, who has helped 
guide us to make sure that we did 
something that really helped. 

This bill also includes some refine-
ments of the National Nuclear Security 
Administration, which this Congress 
passed last year. And I particularly 
would like to thank the gentlewoman 
from California (Mrs. TAUSCHER) and 
the other members of the panel who 
have worked over the past year to try 
to make sure that the law was followed 
and that the country’s best interests 
were also advanced. 

The panel will have a report released 
this week which gives full detail of our 
recommendations for the future; but in 
this bill, we prohibit dual hatting of 
employees by the Department of En-
ergy and the NNSA exactly as Congress 
voted earlier this year. 

Mr. Speaker, we also included that 
the NNSA administrator will be re-
moved from political pressure and he 
has a specific term of years to help 
make sure that he can do what is right, 
regardless of who wins the election. We 
require specific budget and planning to 
help put some stability into the nu-
clear weapons complex, including in 
that crucial area of infrastructure. 

Mr. Speaker, just within the past 
week or two, there has been a report 
released that shows our infrastructure 
in the nuclear weapons complex is de-
teriorating. This will help make sure 
that we do not take money out of this 
pile to put over here and allow our in-
frastructure to continue to deteriorate. 

There is a lot of work left to make 
sure our nuclear deterrent is strong 
and effective, but this bill takes a step 
forward. I recommend it to my col-
leagues. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from South 
Carolina (Mr. SPRATT), who is a mem-
ber of our committee, the Committee 
on Armed Services, and also ranking 
member of the Committee on the Budg-
et.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr. 
SKELTON) for yielding the time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise to support the 
conference report on H.R. 4205, and I 
commend my colleague from South 
Carolina (Chairman SPENCE) for his 
weeks of labor on this bill and on 29 
other bills, I believe, over the 30 years 
that the gentleman has been here. 

This bill bears his name in recogni-
tion of his years of patriotic, diligent, 
effective service as chairman of the 
Committee on Armed Services; and it 
is a bill worthy of his name. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased in par-
ticular with the provisions of this bill 
that deal with retiree health care. I 
want to commend on our side, the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. SKELTON), 
the gentleman from Hawaii (Mr. ABER-
CROMBIE), and the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. TAYLOR) for taking up this 
issue, pushing it, persevering and also 
the conferees for bringing it to fruition 
with a generous package of improve-
ments to the health care we offer to 
our military retirees. 

Mr. Speaker, I am concerned, I am 
concerned that these provisions by 
shifting so much spending from discre-
tionary to mandatory will not leave 
the Pentagon with any cost-contain-
ment incentives. I think that will bear 
our watching and oversight in the fu-
ture. But on balance, we owe it to our 
military retirees to continue medical 
coverage after the age 65. 

It is an outrage that we have termi-
nated it, and I strongly support these 
provisions to right that wrong.

Mr. Speaker, I rise to support the con-
ference report on H.R. 4205. I commend my 
colleague from South Carolina, Chairman 
SPENCE, for his work on the bill. Indeed, it 
bears his name in recognition of his years of 
diligent service as Chairman of the Armed 
Services Committee, and it is a bill worthy of 
his name. 

I am pleased in particular with the bill’s pro-
visions on military retiree health care. I want to 
commend Representatives SKELTON, ABER-
CROMBIE, and TAYLOR for pushing this issue 
early on, and the conferees for working out a 
generous package of improvements to the 
health care offered our military retirees, par-
ticularly Medicare-eligible retirees. 

With passage of this bill, retirees 65 and 
older will no longer have to abandon doctors 
they have grown to know, and or be forced 
into HMOs or under-served Tricare networks. 
Instead, for the cost of their Medicare Part B 
premium, retirees can stay with their own doc-
tor, and Tricare will serve as a Medigap policy, 
paying their co-payments and deductibles for 
costs Medicare does not cover. 

I am concerned that these provisions do not 
provide the Pentagon with any cost contain-

ment incentives. But on balance, we owe it to 
our military retirees to continue medical cov-
erage after they reach age 65, and I support 
these provisions. 

While I support the provisions for military re-
tirees and the bill overall, as Ranking Member 
of the Budget Committee, I must point out that 
this bill exceeds the budget resolution. I do not 
blame the Armed Services Committee for this 
departure. To the contrary, this bill illustrates 
the dangers of adopting budget resolutions 
that are not realistic. Just as the appropria-
tions targets will be exceeded this year by 
tens of billions of dollars, this bill alone will ex-
ceed the budget resolution’s mandatory alloca-
tions by $20 billion over five years. In the fu-
ture, if we want our budget process to have 
meaning, we must be more realistic, as we 
were in the Democratic budget resolution I 
brought to the floor last March when we pro-
vided an increase of $16.3 billion for retiree 
health care. 

The conference report also contains lan-
guage recommending that the President ad-
vance Admiral Husband Kimmel and General 
Walter Short posthumously to their highest 
wartime ranks of four-star admiral and three-
general. Kimmel and Short were the Hawaiian 
commanders scapegoated for the success of 
the attack on Pearl Harbor on December 7, 
1941. Official investigations have exonerated 
them from dereliction of duty charges. Never-
theless, Kimmel and Short were singled out 
for exclusion from the benefits of the Officer 
Personnel Act of 1947, which allowed World 
War II flag-level and general officers the privi-
lege of retiring at the highest rank attained 
during the war. This sole exclusion only per-
petuates the myth of their responsibility for the 
disaster at Pearl Harbor. 

I have worked for this issue for years. The 
Senate actually approved this provision last 
year, but it did not make the conference re-
port. I am grateful now that we have reached 
a just conclusion. I want to thank Chairman 
SPENCE for his support, and also thanks to 
those in the other body who helped ensure 
passage of this amendment, especially Sen-
ators KENNEDY and ROTH. 

In addition, the conference report includes 
reauthorization of an important ‘‘Buy Amer-
ican’’ provision for equipment components the 
Defense Logistic Agency has determined to be 
mission-critical: ball bearings. This standing 
provision of the law stood to expire this year, 
and I appreciate the support of Procurement 
Subcommittee Chairman HUNTER on this reau-
thorization. 

These are just a few examples of the impor-
tant provisions of the conference report. This 
conference report moves us in the right direc-
tion in regard to military personnel, readiness, 
modernization, and military construction. I urge 
my colleagues to approve it.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Guam (Mr. UNDERWOOD). 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in strong support of the conference 
report on H.R. 4205, and I would like to 
especially thank the gentleman from 
South Carolina (Mr. SPENCE), the 
chairman, and the gentleman from 
Missouri (Mr. SKELTON), the ranking 
member, for their leadership in pro-
viding our hard-working men and 
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women in uniform the tools and re-
sources necessary to protect our na-
tional security and in providing for an 
intelligent, bipartisan plan for our 
armed forces which meets our security 
needs. 

This agreement provides $309 billion, 
$4.5 billion more than requested. It pro-
vides for a 3.7 percent pay increase for 
military personnel in 2001 equal to the 
administration’s request; and most sig-
nificantly, it provides for lifetime 
health care for military retirees and 
their eligible family members and re-
stores much-needed pharmacy access 
to all Medicare-eligible military retir-
ees. 

These new medical benefits are an 
entitlement finally delivering a prom-
ise made to our military retirees and 
frees them, as mentioned by the leader-
ship of the Subcommittee on Military 
Personnel, both the gentleman from In-
diana (Mr. BUYER) and the gentleman 
from Hawaii (Mr. ABERCROMBIE). Fi-
nally, it frees them to move around 
anywhere in the country so that they 
can be with their families as they plan. 

It also adds over $1 billion to various 
readiness accounts. This measure also 
endorses essentially the agreement be-
tween President Clinton, the Secretary 
of Defense, and the Puerto Rican Gov-
ernment regarding Vieques, including 
$40 million in economic assistance, an 
additional $50 million if the residents 
vote to resume live-fire training in a 
required referendum. 

Importantly, for my people, for 
Guam, this provision establishes a me-
morial on the Federal lands near the 
Fena Caves in order to honor those 
Guamanian civilians massacred by the 
occupying military forces of Japan in 
July 1944, and it also makes a commit-
ment to include the territories in mis-
sile defense plans, so that strategically 
valuable places like Guam will not be 
left defenseless. 

Overall, H.R. 4205 is a step in the 
right direction for our military forces. 
It meets our challenges in a post-Cold 
War world. I encourage all Members to 
support this important measure. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from California (Mrs. 
TAUSCHER), a member of our Com-
mittee on Armed Services. 

Mrs. TAUSCHER. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Missouri 
(Mr. SKELTON) for yielding the time to 
me. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of H.R. 4205, the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 2001. 
And I also want to thank the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Chairman 
SPENCE) and the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. SKELTON), the ranking mem-
ber, for their leadership. 

I would like to offer my best wishes 
to all the retiring colleagues from this 
committee, especially the gentle-
woman from Florida (Mrs. FOWLER) and 

the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. PICK-
ETT), my friend. 

I want to specifically address the pro-
visions of the act relating to the De-
partment of Energy’s National Nuclear 
Security Administration. 

Mr. Speaker, the establishment of 
the Committee on Armed Services’ 
NNSA oversight panel is a clear mes-
sage of Congress’ intent to more ag-
gressively exercise its oversight re-
sponsibility in an area that is crucial 
to our national security. 

This resurgence of meaningful inter-
est in the DOE defense nuclear activi-
ties will have a lasting impact on an 
activity that has been entangled in bu-
reaucratic kudzu since its inception. 

Starting with the establishment of a 
3-year term of office for the NNSA’s 
first administrator, General Gordon, 
the provisions of this bill represent an 
important step towards building an 
agency that runs efficiently and that 
effectively protects our Nation’s nu-
clear secrets. Within the resources 
available, this bill redresses issues re-
lating to funding shortfalls in the pro-
duction facilities and the laboratories. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased that the 
bill includes a significant increase over 
the budget requests for the National 
Ignition Facility at Lawrence Liver-
more. In fact, it also provides some 
limited relief for the significant infra-
structure improvement backlog. 

Unfortunately, this bill does not pro-
vide relief for all the challenges the ad-
ministration faces. I look forward to 
the study and enactment of specific 
legislation that will ease the difficul-
ties of recruiting and retaining the 
world-class scientific minds that the 
laboratories need and this Nation de-
serves. 

Mr. Speaker, I also want to note for 
the full House that the panel’s accom-
plishments would not have been pos-
sible without the strong leadership of 
the panel chairman, the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. THORNBERRY), and the 
cooperation and support of our col-
leagues on the panel. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
strongly support H.R. 4205.

b 1215 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Augusta, Georgia (Mr. 
NORWOOD). 

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from South Carolina 
(Chairman SPENCE) for a job well done 
over the last 6 years. I thank him for 
fighting every day to keep our military 
from deteriorating and particularly 
thank him for this bipartisan con-
ference report. I thank the gentleman 
from Missouri (Mr. SKELTON). It is en-
lightening to us all to see this bipar-
tisan conference report. That may be 
why it is good. 

There are many good reasons to vote 
for this particular conference report, 

but let me just isolate one. I do not 
think it is any surprise to any Member 
of this Congress that there has been a 
great deterioration in the health care 
benefits of our retirees. 

I thank the gentleman from South 
Carolina (Chairman SPENCE), the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BUYER), the 
gentlewoman from Florida (Mrs. 
FOWLER), and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. HUNTER) finally for helping 
us right some wrongs. 

Today they have given us the oppor-
tunity to change direction and take 
the first step in fulfilling our promises 
we made to our Nation’s retirees. 

George Washington, addressing the 
Continental Army before a battle dur-
ing the Revolution, perhaps sums up 
best what we owe those who serve. 
‘‘The fate of unborn millions will now 
depend upon God, on the courage and 
the conduct of the Army,’’ so says 
George Washington. 

When I think about these words and 
return to these words after seeing the 
volatile events of the 20th century, I 
realize they could not be more appro-
priate. Around the world, the coura-
geous sacrifices of the American sol-
diers have lit the flame of liberty 
where once there was darkness and pre-
served this same flame within our bor-
ders so that generations to come will 
be able to walk free under its light. 
These are truly remarkable achieve-
ments for which we are today showing 
we are grateful. 

Our retirees bravely answered the 
call to duty when our country needed 
them, and we should and we must be 
there for them when they need us. I 
urge us all to vote for this conference 
report, bipartisan as it is. 

However, I must speak quickly to the 
gentleman from Mississippi (Mr. TAY-
LOR). It is no secret to anyone that, 
under the leadership over the last 6 
years of the Republicans and of the 
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr. 
SPENCE), we have tried to stop the de-
terioration of the military. The prob-
lem has been a Presidential budget and 
the fact that we could not override 
with a veto. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
30 seconds to the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. TAYLOR). 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, for the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. NORWOOD), the good doctor, I 
would remind him that, again, article 
1, section 8 calls upon the Congress to 
defend the Nation. Article 1, section 9 
says that no money may be drawn from 
the Treasury except by appropriation 
by law. If there is not enough money in 
the defense budget, it is Congress’ job. 

The President may not have asked 
for enough, and I will agree with that, 
but the bottom line is this Congress 
has passed over $900 billion worth of 
tax breaks the President did not ask 
for. We do lots of things the President 
did not ask for. The bills the President 
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vetoed on defense were over social 
issues, never underspending. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. AN-
DREWS).

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the legislation, and I com-
mend and thank the gentleman from 
South Carolina (Mr. SPENCE) for legis-
lation that bears his name and the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. SKELTON). It 
is an honor to serve with each of these 
gentlemen and the other subcommittee 
chairs and ranking members as well. 

I am particularly gratified that this 
bill which reflects the finest bipartisan 
tradition of this House graciously in-
cludes three items in which I have ex-
pressed an interest and devoted energy. 

The first is legislation I authored 
with respect to preventing 
cyberterrorists. I believe that one of 
the most lethal threats to this coun-
try’s security is one of the most silent. 
It is the work of those with laptops in-
stead of missiles who would threaten 
our air traffic control system, our 
banking system, our other critical in-
frastructure. 

Because of the bipartisan coopera-
tion, we were able to include legisla-
tion that I wrote that creates for the 
first time a loan guaranteed program 
that will help those in the private sec-
tor that maintain that critical infra-
structure to upgrade it so that we are 
less vulnerable to attack. 

Second, the legislation very gra-
ciously includes legislation I worked 
on to create a center for the conversion 
of domestic and civilian networking 
and telecommunications technology 
for the use of the military. That center 
will be located in my district in Cam-
den, New Jersey, and I believe it will 
benefit our country for generations to 
come as a result of the leaps forward 
that will occur. 

Finally, I am pleased to join with the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
WELDON), our long-time mentor on this 
subject; the gentleman from Maryland 
(Mr. HOYER); the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. PASCRELL); and others in 
achieving a first step toward a suffi-
cient level of funding for America’s 
first responders in the fire and emer-
gency services community. The work 
that we have done on this bill is very 
gratifying, and I am pleased to see it 
also has gone forward in a bipartisan 
way. 

I want to especially thank Terry 
Gillum in my office for his work on 
this legislation. I urge its adoption. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. BILIRAKIS). 

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, the 
conference report contains a provision 
on an issue that I have been working 
on for over 15 years, the concurrent re-
ceipt of military retired pay and VA 
disability compensation. 

A law enacted in 1891 requires a dis-
abled career military veteran to waive 
the amount of his retired pay equal to 
his VA disability compensation. Mili-
tary retirees are the only group, only 
group of Federal retirees who must 
waive retirement pay in order to re-
ceive VA disability compensation. 

My legislation, H.R. 303, which has 
321 cosponsors, would eliminate the off-
set entirely. The Senate provision 
drafted by Senator HARRY REID would 
do the same. 

Some Members are concerned that 
complete elimination is too expensive. 
But in my opinion, Mr. Speaker, no 
amount of money can equal the sac-
rifice our military men and women 
have made in service to their country. 

Last year’s authorization act in-
cluded a provision to authorize a 
monthly allowance to military retirees 
with severe service-connected disabil-
ities rated by the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs at 70 percent or greater. 
Only individuals retired for longevity 
qualify for monthly benefit. 

This conference report expands the 
eligibility for these special payments 
to those individuals retired for dis-
ability by their service. This is not 
enough, but it is some progress. 

I want to thank my colleagues, the 
gentleman from South Carolina (Chair-
man SPENCE), the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. BUYER), especially the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BUYER), the 
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. SKEL-
TON), the gentleman from Hawaii (Mr. 
ABERCROMBIE), and the gentleman from 
California (Mr. HUNTER) for their as-
sistance in including this provision in 
the conference report. We must all 
work together towards complete elimi-
nation of the offset in the next Con-
gress. 

The original law, Mr. Speaker, is 109 
years old and discriminates against 
service members who decide to make 
the military their careers. We must en-
courage personnel to remain on active 
duty. The old offset statute discour-
ages them from doing so, and it is time 
to change it. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
conference report for H.R. 4205. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
COOKSEY). The gentleman from South 
Carolina (Mr. SPENCE) has 21⁄2 minutes 
remaining. The gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. SKELTON) has 61⁄2 minutes re-
maining. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. SMITH).

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, as chairman of the Science sub-
committee that oversees the fire ad-
ministration, I rise in support of this 
legislation, particularly because of the 
important provisions included that will 
assist our Nation’s first defenders, our 
firefighters and emergency service per-
sonnel. It incorporates provisions of a 
bill I introduced earlier this year 
called the Hero Act, H.R. 4146. 

Look, this Nation is well served by 
the 1.2 million men and women who 
work as fire and emergency service 
personnel in over 32,000 fire depart-
ments. Local firefighters, 80 percent 
who are volunteers, put their lives on 
the line every day for their commu-
nities and area residents. This legisla-
tion marks a new beginning. Our fire-
fighting volunteers contribute billions 
of dollars worth of time and they need 
our help now. 

It is important that local, State, and 
the Federal Government step up to the 
line and give more support and help to 
our firefighters.

They play a crucial role protecting and pre-
serving our lives and our property . . . a dan-
gerous role—an average of nearly 100 fire-
fighters a year lose their lives in the line of 
duty. 80 percent of those who serve do so as 
volunteers. 

And so I’m pleased that this legislation dem-
onstrates our commitment to our first respond-
ers by establishing a competitive grant pro-
gram at the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency to assist volunteer and paid fire de-
partments across this country purchase equip-
ment, improve training, hire firefighters, fund 
emergency medical services, and establish fire 
prevention and safety programs. 

In this bill, we’re also increasing the author-
ization for the USDA’s Volunteer Fire Assist-
ance Program and establishing a grant pro-
gram to help fund burn research and burn re-
covery. These are two very important steps 
and are two elements of my bipartisan Helping 
Emergency Responders Operate, or HERO, 
legislation I introduced earlier this year. 

Mr. Speaker, we see our firefighters and 
EMS personnel responding to emergencies 
every day, more than 18 million calls a year. 
From car accidents, to brush fires, to large 
scale disasters, emergency responders are 
first on scene, first to react, first to provide the 
assistance we’ve come to take for granted. I’m 
pleased to support this legislation that brings 
some much needed assistance to those who 
literally put their lives on the line for us each 
day. 

Today’s passage of several fire-related 
measures is a milestone victory for local fire-
fighters. These projects constitute the largest 
and most comprehensive package of legisla-
tion to aid the fire service in the history of the 
country. 

Local firefighters, 80% of whom are volun-
teers, put their lives on the line every day for 
area residents. Increasingly, fire departments 
are having trouble making ends meet—with 
many departments forced to raise money 
through chicken dinners and other fundraising 
efforts. 

This legislation marks a new—and well-
earned—commitment from the federal govern-
ment to our nation’s firefighters. Never before 
has the federal government taken steps even 
approaching this magnitude to aid the fire 
service. It is about time that America’s heroes 
receive the assistance they so desperately 
need. 

Headlining the package is an unprece-
dented $460 million authorization which would 
create a grant program to send much needed 
funds directly to local fire departments. This 
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language, dubbed the Domestic Defenders Ini-
tiative, is attached to the Defense Authoriza-
tion bill, scheduled to be voted on today. Be-
sides the new grant program, the bill also in-
cludes authorized funding for the Volunteer 
Fire Assistance Program, burn research pro-
grams, a study of Hepatitis C occurrences in 
firefighters, and a study of Department of De-
fense spectrum potentially available for shar-
ing with local fire and EMS agencies. Addition-
ally, there is language that improves the op-
portunities for fire departments to obtain ex-
cess Department of Defense property. Finally, 
a task force is created to identify defense 
technologies that can be put to civilian use by 
local emergency response. 

The House of Representatives is also com-
mitted to approving a $100 million appropria-
tion for fire departments in one of the upcom-
ing appropriations bills, most likely VA/HUD. 
While the authorization mentioned above 
would still be subject to future appropriations, 
this $100 million legislation would constitute 
immediate relief for needy fire departments. It 
is a similar package to that passed by the 
House on the Emergency Supplemental Ap-
propriations bill in March. 

Finally, the House and Senate both recently 
passed the conference report to the Interior 
Appropriations bill. This legislation includes 
$2.9 billion in funding for wildfire related activi-
ties. This year has undoubtedly been one of 
the worst wildfire seasons in recent years, and 
this funding is critical to helping local fire com-
panies respond. 

In addition, legislation has recently been in-
troduced in Congress that would make volun-
teer firefighters eligible for funding under the 
AmeriCorps program. Congressman CURT 
WELDON (R–PA), the sponsor of the bill, has 
spoken with Harris Wofford, president of the 
Corporation for National Service, who has indi-
cated his support for the legislation and his in-
tention to work to include volunteer fire com-
panies in AmeriCorps. 

Individually, these initiatives represent steps 
forward for America’s fire service. Together, 
they demonstrate that the Republican leader-
ship in Congress is committed to reversing the 
years of neglect endured by America’s first re-
sponders for so long. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I have no additional re-
quests for time. However, let me take 
this opportunity to, again, compliment 
the gentleman from South Carolina 
(Chairman SPENCE). This legislation is 
properly named for him. Thanks to all 
of those on the committee, those who 
have worked so hard in the bipartisan 
manner that we have. 

I just have to say, Mr. Speaker, that 
we have a marvelous staff. The long 
hours, the weekends, the days that 
they put in have helped glue together 
this outstanding piece of legislation. I 
take this opportunity to thank them. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, let me say in closing 
that I appreciate the work of everyone 
on both sides of the aisle, especially 

the gentleman from Missouri (Mr. 
SKELTON), we have talked about ear-
lier, and also the staff. People do not 
realize how important the staffs are. 
They do the work while we are doing 
other things. They are involved in de-
tails, working these things out for us. 
There is no way one can tell how much 
work they do in this respect.

Mr. Speaker, I yield the balance of 
my time to the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. PICKERING). 

Mr. PICKERING. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in support of the Department of De-
fense authorization bill. Let me first 
commend the gentleman from South 
Carolina (Mr. SPENCE) and the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. SKELTON), 
the ranking member. They are exam-
ples of what Members of Congress 
should be. 

This legislation is an example of 
what legislation should be. It goes a 
long ways in helping restore the prom-
ise made to our retirees to provide per-
manent health care benefits for our 
military retirees with no deductibles, 
no copays. We are moving to keep the 
promise. 

We are taking a very important step 
of providing a prescription drug benefit 
for all Medicare-eligible military retir-
ees. We are increasing the pay by 3.7 
percent. We are trying to target eco-
nomic assistance to those young en-
listed men and women, our soldiers and 
sailors who, many times, are still on 
food stamps. We are trying to help 
keep that from happening. It is a trav-
esty that some of our men and women 
serving have to be on food stamps. 

But we are also doing important 
things in our firefighter legislation 
that will save lives and save properties 
in our rural communities, our small 
towns and our cities; the expansion of 
the G.V. Sonny Montgomery G.I. bill 
for educational opportunities; in my 
State expanding the authorization for 
the T–45s, the new trainer jets that will 
be at the Merridian Naval Air Station; 
the expansion of the National Guard 
Challenge Program to help troubled 
youth; the expansion of the 
Counterdrug Initiative, which is an im-
portant part of my State’s contribu-
tion. 

This is good legislation. It is a good 
step. We are doing the right thing. I 
want to commend the committee for 
their good work.

Ms. BALDWIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
oppose the FY 2001 National Defense Author-
ization Act, and wish to clarify the rationale for 
my position. I feel it is very important to make 
my position clear; because, while I oppose this 
legislation, there are a number of important 
provisions within the larger bill that I strongly 
support. In its totality though, I could not sup-
port a bill that emphasizes procurement dis-
proportionately over the long-term needs of 
our servicemen, women, and military retirees. 
While I understand why many support this bill, 
because it includes several provisions that are 
the result of hard-fought efforts to improve the 

living standards of our military personnel; I 
cannot support the indisputable fact that this 
bill continues a trend of prioritizing weapons 
systems and keeping this nation’s defense 
policy on an unwise course. 

I strongly support Military Retiree Health 
care benefits, which would grant lifetime 
health care for retirees and their families. At a 
time in our country when 44 million people are 
uninsured, it is our responsibility to assure that 
the men and women who have served our 
country are guaranteed health care benefits. I 
also support pharmacy access to all Medicare-
eligible military retirees that was included in 
this legislation. Additionally, I am an ardent 
supporter of a pay raise for our service mem-
bers who work extremely hard and dem-
onstrate their dedication to our nation through 
their work in deployments throughout the 
world. 

Unfortunately, the FY2001 National Defense 
Authorization Act includes excessive spending 
on military hardware and has led me to op-
pose the overall bill. This measure includes 
$4.8 billion for ballistic missile defense pro-
grams. The continuation and expansion of this 
program not only threatens our treaty obliga-
tions with other nations, it has the potential of 
sinking billions of more dollars into untested 
and unreliable technology. Neither this legisla-
tive body, nor the nation, has had the type of 
extensive debate demanded by such a major 
shift in defense policy. How can we continue 
to go down a path that will lead to a radical 
shift in our defense posture without a clear de-
bate? 

Moreover, this bill continues a disturbing 
trend of spending huge sums of money on de-
fense programs, while ignoring the needs of 
families in the U.S. This measure, totaling 
$309.9 billion, represents about one-half of 
total discretionary spending. At a time when 
no one is presenting a significant military 
threat against our shores, is this the time to in-
vest in massive new weapons systems? This 
bill includes $2.5 billion for the F–22 fighter; 
$689 million for the Joint Strike Fighter; and 
$2.9 billion for the next generation F–18 E/F. 
I ask my colleagues, is this justified given the 
current or future climate in international af-
fairs? 

Mr. Speaker, I am delighted that the House 
is recognizing the important service of the 
men and women in uniform, as well as vet-
erans, and providing them the benefits they 
need and deserve. I am heartened that we 
have finally shifted at least some of our atten-
tion to the people who serve our country. It is 
my hope that in future years, we will continue 
to recognize the value of the service men and 
women, while also recognizing that we should 
not pour unlimited amounts of money into mili-
tary hardware that we do not need.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
express some concerns about the Conference 
Report on the FY2001 National Defense Au-
thorization Act, H.R. 4205. 

This bill would do many positive things for 
our nation’s veterans and defense workers. It 
would provide a 3.7% pay increase for military 
personnel. It would provide lifetime health care 
for military retirees and their eligible family 
members beginning in FY2002. It also author-
izes a compensation plan for personnel made 
ill by exposure to toxic or radioactive materials 
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when working on nuclear weapons programs. 
I fully support these efforts to help the men 
and women who have served our nation. 

There is, however, one provision in this De-
fense Authorization Act that I find extremely 
troubling. The bill requires the Secretary of 
Defense in conjunction with the Secretary of 
Energy to conduct a study relating to the de-
struction of hardened and deeply buried tar-
gets possibly using a low-yield nuclear weap-
on. This report could be the first step in a pro-
gram to develop a new nuclear weapon, likely 
requiring a new round of nuclear weapon test-
ing. 

I am troubled by the inclusion of this provi-
sion for two reasons: (1) current law prohibits 
the research and development of such devices 
and (2) this report could be the precursor to 
renewed testing of nuclear weapons, under-
mining the United States efforts to halt the 
spread of nuclear weapons. I am not alone in 
my concerns about this provision. Twenty-
seven Representatives and myself signed a 
letter to House Armed Services Ranking Mem-
ber Skelton saying that he should not consider 
a nuclear option because it has far greater im-
plications that would undermine our national 
security. 

The precedent on this issue is clear: the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for FY1994 
(Section 3136 of Public Law 103–160) pro-
hibits the Secretary of Energy from conducting 
research on and development for the produc-
tion of new low-yield warheads. The new re-
port language represents the first step toward 
ending that ban on research and development 
and could ultimately lead to efforts to renew 
nuclear testing. As a hint of the events to 
come, the new provision would authorize ‘‘lim-
ited research and development that may be 
necessary to perform those assessments.’’

Furthermore, this language undermines 
United States’ international nuclear arms con-
trol and nonproliferation efforts. The United 
States is seeking to end nuclear weapons pro-
grams in the Democratic People’s Republic of 
North Korea, Iran and Iraq, and to restrain In-
dian and Pakistan from further testing and de-
velopment of nuclear weapons. Restricting the 
ability to test new weapons is an important 
tool in preventing these nations from actually 
completing work on a new weapon. Enforcing 
this moratorium requires considerable inter-
national cooperation and pressure spear-
headed by the United States government. 

This provision on low-yield nuclear weapons 
sends a troubling signal that not only is the 
United States unwilling to ratify the Com-
prehensive Test Ban Treaty, but the U.S. may 
consider a resumption in testing. This will give 
the green light to nations with fledgling nuclear 
weapons programs to begin openly testing. 
The implications for our national security are 
far more threatening from this action than from 
the failure to develop such a low-yield nuclear 
weapon. 

If existing weapons do not provide the 
United States with the ability to deal with hard-
ened targets, conventional, not nuclear muni-
tions should be considered. To put it simply: 
the Secretary of Energy—and the nuclear 
weapons research at his disposal—should not 
take part in this process. Unfortunately, this 
conference report does not eliminate that in-
volvement, but rather requires the Secretary to 

participate in this study. Such an important de-
cision should be made openly and not in the 
guise of a reporting requirement that also hap-
pens to authorize limited research necessary 
to conduct the required assessment. This is 
nothing more than a nonproliferation wolf in 
report’s clothing. 

I urge Members to consider carefully the im-
plications of such a proposal. Because of this 
provision and the authorization for continued 
testing of a failed National Missile Defense 
program, I must oppose this conference re-
port.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker, the De-
fense Authorization Conference report con-
tains provisions that I along with a majority of 
my colleagues and the American people 
strongly support. Those provisions would 
greatly benefit our nation’s military personnel 
and veterans. I strongly support measures in 
the bill that will provide lifetime healthcare for 
military retirees and their families and restore 
pharmacy benefits to Medicare-eligible military 
retirees. I am also pleased that our fighting 
men and women will receive a well-deserved 
pay raise of 3.7%. In addition, providing our 
active service personnel with additional eco-
nomic assistance and lowering their out-of-
pocket housing expenses are critical meas-
ures that were included in this bill. 

Unfortunately, the conference report in-
cludes billions of dollars for costly weapons 
systems that will not improve our security or 
military readiness. In addition, it includes bil-
lions of dollars for a national missile defense 
program that has never been proven effective, 
and I believe would lead to Cold War II. These 
funds would be better spent to heighten our 
commitment to our military personnel and vet-
erans and to better meet their needs, among 
other things. Extra funding for our veterans 
would guarantee that valuable resources 
would be available to enhance their quality of 
life and fulfill our obligation to our service men 
and women. It is the least we can do. 

For those reasons, I did not support this 
year’s Department of Defense Authorization 
Conference Report. However, I will continue to 
support our military personnel and veterans 
and a strong national defense based on sound 
policy. 

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-
port of the National Defense Authorization Act, 
but I do so with mixed emotions. 

This legislation contains a number of very 
important programs that deserve the full sup-
port of this Chamber. 

I am pleased that this package contains a 
new—and long overdue—entitlement of life-
time health care coverage to our nation’s mili-
tary retirees. For decades our recruits to the 
Armed Forces have been promised this ben-
efit, only to have our Federal Government not 
live up to its promise. 

The brave men and women who have dedi-
cated their lives to the defense of our nation, 
who represent our first line of defense, who 
stared communism down and introduced hun-
dreds of millions of people of the world to a 
concept we often take for granted in the 
United States—democracy—deserve this im-
portant benefit. 

It is also my hope that this Congress will 
now use this new health care entitlement pro-
gram as a basis to provide a prescription drug 
program for all Americans. 

This Congress has continually refused to 
provide a drug benefit to millions of other 
Americans who work just as hard as our mili-
tary personnel. Our retired policemen, labor-
ers, secretaries and seamstresses should also 
have the guarantee of a prescription drug ben-
efit under Medicare. 

This Conference Report provides a much 
needed 3.7% increase in pay to our nation’s 
Armed Services. This increase will help boost 
the standard of living for our military personnel 
and their families. 

Similarly, to address the concerns of the 
people of Puerto Rico, I am pleased that this 
legislation encapsulates the basic agreement 
worked out between the Navy, the People of 
Puerto Rico and the President.

I have worked diligently over the past year 
to see a fair and just solution to the live fire 
testing at Vieques in Puerto Rico. President 
Clinton, Governor Rossello and the U.S. Navy 
have worked together in good faith to resolve 
this situation. 

I am pleased that the Congress is not trying 
to stop this progress. 

On the global front, this legislation also lifts 
any restrictions on the United States when 
protecting our nation’s vital interests inter-
nationally and protecting against genocide in 
places like Kosovo. 

Our Constitution defines the roles of both 
the Commander-in-Chief and the Congress 
with respect to our nation’s military involve-
ment. It is not the role of Congress, in an ef-
fort to embarrass this President and weaken 
our nation’s resolve in facing down dictators, 
to try to change this Constitutionally defined 
role in this legislation. 

Our military is the strongest and best trained 
in the world, and this legislation will continue 
to build on our past successes and ensure 
even greater successes in the future. 

But I must also register my strong disillu-
sionment at the actions of the Republican 
Conferees on this legislation. 

Although strong, bi-partisan majorities in 
both the Senate and House acted to attach 
language to this bill to expand the definition of 
hate crimes, this Republican Leadership again 
showed their true colors and stripped it from 
the bill. 

This Congress had the opportunity to make 
it easier for Federal law enforcement officials 
to investigate and prosecute cases of racial 
and religious violence, and would permit Fed-
eral prosecution of violence motivated by prej-
udice against the victim’s sexual orientation, 
gender, or disability. 

But again the Republicans ignored the will 
of Congress and the will of the American peo-
ple and again kowtowed to the most extreme 
elements in American politics—people like 
Jerry Falwell and Pat Robertson. 

A few weeks ago, 41 Republicans marched 
to the floor and voted to include Hate Crimes 
language in this bill. Then they all heralded 
this vote in press releases to their local media 
outlets, hailing their celebration of diversity 
and tolerance. 

Now comes the true test of tolerance and 
political moderation. Will these same members 
again demonstrate their self-touted moderation 
and stand up to their Republican Leadership 
and demand a vote on the Hate Crimes bill. 

We must continue to pressure the Repub-
lican Congressional Leadership to understand 
that bigotry is not acceptable. 
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Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support 

today of the Fiscal Year 2001 Defense Author-
ization bill. 

I am proud to support this legislation be-
cause of the long awaited health benefits for 
military retirees that in includes. 

Mr. Speaker, I have heard from many mili-
tary retirees in my district of Central New Jer-
sey who were promised lifetime military health 
benefits when they entered the service. For 
many years, this promise has not been kept. 
Military retirees were only allowed to keep 
their military health care until they turned age 
65, after which time the only coverage they 
had was Medicare. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, Medicare is a great pro-
gram. It has helped to keep millions of bene-
ficiaries out of poverty. But we know, Mr. 
Speaker, that many seniors have additional 
coverage during retirement through coverage 
provided by their employers. For military retir-
ees, who sacrificed their lives and careers for 
military service, their employer is the federal 
government. 

Like many other Members of this chamber, 
I believe we owe our military retirees the life-
time health coverage they were promised, and 
access to the best and broadest health care 
coverage available. 

This year’s defense authorization is an im-
portant first step towards keeping that promise 
and providing that coverage. 

For this reason, I am proud to support this 
legislation, and I urge my colleagues to do the 
same. 

By taking this action today, Mr. Speaker, we 
are letting all our military personnel—past, 
present, and future—know that their govern-
ment will keep its promise and provide the 
health care protection they and their families 
need—for life. 

Ms. DEGETTE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in oppo-
sition to this conference report. I support sev-
eral important provisions of the bill, including a 
Department of Energy (DOE) defense worker 
compensation program and a pay raise and 
expanded health care choices for our men and 
women in uniform. However, the legislation is 
so laden with special interest pork projects 
that I fear it will undermine our ability to be fis-
cally responsible and pay down our national 
debt while, at the same time, adequately fund-
ing the Nation’s highest priorities. 

Where are our priorities in this Congress? 
The 106th Congress is drawing rapidly to a 
close, yet our Nation’s schools are crumbling 
and overcrowded, there are 11 million unin-
sured children in America, and our seniors 
lack comprehensive prescription drug benefits. 
We are not addressing these today, nor are 
we authorizing $310 billion—or anywhere 
close to that amount—to address these critical 
issues facing every American family. Instead, 
Congress will pass a Defense Authorization 
Conference Report that includes $4.5 billion 
more funding than the administration re-
quested and $21.1 billion more than last 
year’s funding level. Over half of the additional 
$4.5 billion tacked on in this conference re-
port—$2.6 billion—goes toward procurement. I 
would venture to guess that many of the Mem-
bers who supported this bill today will be sur-
prised as the special interest projects are re-
vealed in coming days. Unfortunately, I fear 
this conference report is a reflection of the 

skewed priorities of the leadership in this 
House. We have failed to address the real 
issues facing the American people. 

There are good provisions in this con-
ference report. I strongly support the establish-
ment of a program that finally recognizes the 
vital contributions of Department of Energy 
contract workers who risked their personal 
health to help protect our Nation. For too 
many years, the government has denied that 
these workers were suffering from catastrophic 
and chronic illnesses that resulted from their 
work at defense facilities such as Rocky Flats. 
Earlier this year, Secretary of Energy Bill Rich-
ardson announced the Department’s intention 
to belatedly remedy this problem and seek to 
implement a compensation program to aid sick 
workers. Also, a number of my colleagues and 
I have supported legislation required to author-
ize a compensation program. I am a proud co-
sponsor of Representative ED WHITFIELD’s (R-
KY) bipartisan legislation H.R. 4398. I regret 
that Congress failed to fully consider and pass 
H.R. 4398, which I believe would have been 
the proper approach to address this important 
issue. I regret that Congress has failed to act 
and to bring this important legislation before 
us for proper consideration and action. 

I am pleased that this conference report in-
cludes a 3.7 percent pay raise for military per-
sonnel. I believe our military forces deserve 
fair compensation for the job they do and for 
the risks they take on behalf of our country. 
This is why I am a cosponsor of legislation 
that would provide for a 4.8 percent pay in-
crease to members of the Armed Forces and 
open the Federal Employees Health Benefits 
Program to active-duty personnel. It is vital 
that when our armed forces are called to duty 
they can be assured that their families are se-
cure and able to pay the bills back home. 

As a cosponsor of the Hate Crimes Preven-
tion Act of 1999, I was very pleased that this 
legislation was included in the Senate version 
of this H.R. 4205. I would like to note that the 
House also passed a motion to instruct the 
conferees to include this provision as part of 
the final conference agreement. However, the 
leadership blatantly ignored the will of the 
House and stripped the Hate Crimes language 
out of the bill. It is well past time for legislation 
that makes hate crimes against gays and les-
bians, women, and people with disabilities a 
Federal crime. Every hate crime that occurs in 
this country is an attack on American values, 
and it is a disgrace that this language was 
stripped out of the bill. 

I hope that, in the final days of the 106th 
Congress, we can address some of the critical 
issues facing our Nation today, rather than 
continuing on the current path which has re-
sulted in a rudderless, haphazard attempt to 
legislate for a few special interests.

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition 
to H.R. 4205, the Defense Authorization Act 
for Fiscal Year 2001 Conference Report. 
While Federal constitutional authority clearly 
exists to provide for the national defense, 
global militarism was never contemplated by 
the founders. Misnamed like most everything 
else in Washington, the ‘‘Defense’’ Authoriza-
tion Act thus funds U.N.-directed peace-
keeping in Kosovo and Bosnia to the tune of 
$3.1 billion dollars, $443 million in aid to the 
former Soviet Union, $172 million for NATO in-

frastructure (the formerly defensive alliance 
which recently initiated force against Kosovo), 
and $869 million for drug interdiction efforts by 
the U.S. military in an attempt to take our 
failed 1920’s prohibition experiment worldwide. 

Certainly a bill authorizing use of resources 
for the national defense which also properly 
compensates those military personnel nec-
essary to maintain it would be not only con-
stitutional but most appropriate. Contrarily, a 
bill which continues our elitist and failed policy 
of policing the world all the while creating ad-
ditional enemies of the United States is neither 
constitutional, justifiable, supportable, nor pru-
dent. By avoiding such a police-the-world ap-
proach, which destroys troop morale by iso-
lating them from their families and spreading 
them dangerously thin, considerably less 
money could be authorized with seriously im-
proved security results. 

Meanwhile, H.R. 3769, my bill to prohibit the 
destruction during fiscal year 2001 of missile 
silos in the United States, fails to even receive 
so much as a hearing. While I understand that 
to comply with questionable, but ratified, disar-
mament treaties, certain missiles may need to 
be deactivated, it seems ill-advised to spend 
money to also destroy the missile silos which 
may be strategically vital to our national de-
fense at some date in the not-so-distant fu-
ture. 

I encourage my colleagues to rethink the 
United States’ 20th century role of global po-
liceman and restore instead, a policy of true 
national defense which will better protect their 
constituents, keep their constituent’s children 
safer and out of endless global conflicts, and 
reassume for taxpayers some semblance of 
fiscal sanity.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, the prior-
ities represented in this bill are misplaced. It 
spends $310 billion, over half of our discre-
tionary budget. This is $4.5 billion more than 
the President requested and $21 billion above 
the amount appropriated for fiscal year 2000. 

We are spending too much in this bill on too 
many unproven technologies, duplicative sys-
tems, and, in some cases, congressional add-
ons that our military leaders don’t want. We 
are spending enough on things like environ-
mental remediation of past actions. For exam-
ple, the estimated pricetag for clean-up of the 
unexploded ordnance that contaminates mil-
lions of acres of land and internal waterways 
is over $100 billion. The funding in this bill for 
environmental restoration is a mere $1.3 bil-
lion, less than half a percent of the total. 

We don’t need three brand-new advanced 
fighter jets. We will have military air superiority 
over all potential adversaries for years to 
come with our current planes. We will spend 
over $300 billion over the next 10 to 20 years 
on the Air Force’s F–22, the Navy’s F–18 E/
F, and the Joint Strike Fighter. We are doing 
this rather than made the hard decisions we 
need to in order to make proving for our na-
tional defense more cost-effective. 

It is also troubling that the hate crimes pro-
vision was not included in this bill. The Senate 
added it to its defense authorization and we in 
the House voted in a bipartisan fashion in 
favor of a motion to instruct conferees to in-
clude it in the conference report. This does not 
reflect the will of the Congress. 
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For years we made commitments to military 

retirees that they and their families were enti-
tled to lifetime health care. I am pleased that 
we have made good on that promise in this 
bill by providing lifetime health care for military 
retirees and their eligible family members, as 
well as pharmacy access to all Medicare-eligi-
ble military retires. But this could have been 
accomplished within the context of a better 
bill. 

Because of the many failures of the bill, I 
was forced to vote against it. America has the 
best-trained, best equipped and best-prepared 
military forces in the world. Our forces are 
ready to defend America’s interests wherever 
they are threatened. That will continue only if 
we’re careful about the investments we make. 

We need to seek peace from all the threats 
of the new century. This bill spends too much 
on the wrong things and not enough on clean-
ing up from out past activities and preparing to 
transition to fight tomorrow’s wars. This is the 
key not only to security abroad, but to livability 
at home—to make our men and women in uni-
form and all our families safe, healthy and 
economically secure.

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-
port of H.R. 4205, the FY 01 Defense Author-
ization bill. Of particular interest to my con-
stituents in southwest Ohio—particularly those 
in western Hamilton County—is the provision 
based on legislation that I have cosponsored 
that establishes a new Energy Employees Oc-
cupational Illness Compensation Program. 

This program will assist workers exposed to 
radiation, beryllium and other toxic substances 
in the course of carrying out their work in the 
U.S. nuclear weapons complex. Many of these 
workers have become sick from illnesses that 
can be traced to that exposure. The former 
Fernald Feed Materials Production Center, 
which is located in my district, was part of our 
nuclear weapons production complex for near-
ly 40 years from 1951 to 1988. Too often, 
these workers were not even aware of the 
hazards they faced in their jobs—hazards that 
have frequently had serious health effects. 

What we are considering today will provide 
covered workers and their survivors at Fernald 
and around the Nation with the compensation 
they deserve that guarantees a specific min-
imum benefit and medical expenses. I urge 
my colleagues to support this important and 
long overdue program.

Mr. WEYGAND. Mr. Speaker, I will be un-
able to vote on rollcall vote 522 today. Were 
I present, I would vote ‘‘yea’’ on the Defense 
Authorization Conference Report because it 
provides much needed resources to our active 
duty personnel. 

This bill does many positive things, and I 
commend the chairman and ranking member 
for their leadership. As my voting record indi-
cates, I strongly support the efforts being 
made to improve the quality of life for our ac-
tive duty military and retirees. I have also sup-
ported efforts to continue to provide our men 
and women in the armed services with the re-
sources they need to continue to defend our 
interests with the most technologically ad-
vanced weapons available. 

Providing a 3.7 percent pay raise, expand-
ing the housing allowance, allowing active 
duty personnel to participate in the Thrift Sav-
ings Plan (TSP), providing increased subsist-

ence funding, and several additional bonuses 
and benefits, will help in our efforts to recruit 
and retain the most capable military in the 
world. 

Additionally, this bill provides several impor-
tant provisions for our military retirees. Ex-
panding TRICARE to Medicare eligible retir-
ees, expanding the TRICARE Senior Phar-
macy Program, and expanding the TRICARE 
subvention pilot will go a long way in providing 
relief to our veterans and military retirees. 

However, I am greatly concerned about the 
inadequate provisions regarding the issue of 
‘‘concurrent receipt.’’ I am one of 321 cospon-
sors of H.R. 313 which calls for the complete 
repeal of this unfair provision. Many veterans 
in my state are affected by this unjust law and 
it ought to be repealed. I understand the con-
straints that the Congress is operating under. 
However, I urge this Congress to do the right 
thing and pass H.R. 313 as stand alone bill 
and give our veterans what is owed to them.

Mr. BASS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to ex-
press my support for all that this important leg-
islation achieves. It represents a far-reaching 
effort to honor some of the promises made to 
retired servicemen and women, it begins to 
provide our active and reserve personnel with 
world-class compensation and training, and it 
continues to keep our commitment to pro-
viding the equipment and materiel necessary 
to protect the interests of this country. For all 
these reasons and more, this legislation ought 
to pass with the support of members on both 
sides of the aisle. 

But Mr. Speaker, I do want to mention how 
disappointed I am that the conferees could not 
negotiate a settlement on the so-called con-
current receipt issue, under which military re-
tirees have their monthly retirement pay re-
duced by the amount of any disability payment 
they may have the misfortune to have earned. 

Military retirement pay is earned for length 
of service, while a veteran’s disability payment 
compensation ought to be regarded as a pay-
ment to a veteran in response to injuries or 
diseases that happened or were aggravated 
while on active duty. These are not the same 
thing and should not be offset against each 
other. 

Moreover, a service member who incurs an 
injury and then goes on to work for a private 
company is not precluded from receiving that 
company’s full pension benefit and the full dis-
ability payment. In essence, the message we 
send is that servicemen and women are far 
better off going to work for someone other 
than the United States if they receive an injury 
while performing their duty. It seems to me 
that these people, the very people who have 
demonstrated their willingness to place them-
selves in danger, ought to be encouraged to 
continue with the military—if their disability al-
lows—not discouraged. 

Mr. Speaker, as I said earlier, I support this 
legislation because it does address several 
critical aspects of veterans health care and 
because I believe the provisions addressing 
other critical defense needs are too important 
to reject. Fittingly, I want to note that the very 
veterans, support organizations, and associa-
tions that are most penalized by the failure to 
address the dual compensation issue all sup-
port this legislation because of the security it 
will provide for the current men and women 

who provide our shield. Hopefully, that sup-
port—more than my own—will impress my col-
leagues and will be remembered when the 
next Congress takes up the dual compensa-
tion issue. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I support the De-
fense Authorization bill because it includes 
many important provisions including measures 
to improve health care for our nation’s military 
retirees. However, I rise today to criticize the 
Republican leadership for their removal of 
hate crimes provisions from the conference re-
port. Majorities in both the House and the 
Senate voted to include this language which 
would have added needed protections against 
hate crimes based on sexual orientation, gen-
der, or disability to federal law. 

Tragic murders that grab the nation’s atten-
tion such as the dragging death of James 
Byrd in Texas and the brutal beating death of 
Matthew Shepard in Wyoming are, unfortu-
nately, not isolated incidents. According to sta-
tistics kept by the National Coalition of Anti-Vi-
olence programs, 29 Americans were mur-
dered in 1999 because they were gay or les-
bian and there were more than 1,960 reports 
of anti-gay or lesbian incidents in the United 
States, including 704 assaults. And according 
to the Federal Bureau of Investigation, in 1996 
there were over 8,700 reported incidents of 
hate crimes based on race, religion, national 
origin, or sexual orientation. Crimes based on 
hate are an assault on all of us, and we must 
enact stronger measures to prevent and pun-
ish these offenses. 

Opponents of this measure have argued 
that this is an issue that should be left to the 
states. However, Congress has passed over 
3,000 criminal statutes addressing harmful be-
haviors that affect the nation’s interests, in-
cluding organized crime, terrorism, and civil 
rights violations. Thirty-five of these laws have 
been passed since the Republicans took con-
trol of Congress in 1995. 

Others have argued that there is no need 
for federal Hate Crimes legislation because 
assault and murder are already crimes. How-
ever, the brutality of these crimes speaks to 
the reality that when a person is targeted for 
violence because of their sexual orientation, 
race, or other group membership, the assail-
ant intends to send a message to all members 
of that community. That message is you are 
not welcome. 

This effort to create an atmosphere of fear 
and intimidation is a different type of crime, 
and it demands a different kind of response. 
All Americans have a right to feel safe in their 
community. 

The hate crimes provisions that were 
stripped from this conference report by the 
Republican leadership would have countered 
this message of intimidation with a strong 
statement that our society does not condone 
and will not tolerate hate-based violence.

In addition to a bipartisan group of 192 
House cosponsors, these provisions are sup-
ported by 175 civil rights, religious, civil and 
law enforcement organizations, including the 
National Sheriff’s Association, the Federal Law 
Enforcement Officers Association, the His-
panic National Law Enforcement Association, 
the National Center for Women and Policing, 
and the National Organization of Black Law 
Enforcement Executives. 
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Passage of this bill would not have ended 

all violence against those communities who 
are targets of hate violence. But it would have 
allowed the federal government to respond 
and take action by investigating and punishing 
the perpetrators of crimes motivated by hate. 
The Republican leadership has missed an im-
portant opportunity. I urge them to reconsider 
their opposition to these protections and pass 
the Local Law Enforcement Enhancement Act 
of 2000 before the end of the session. 

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, I 
come here today in support of the Floyd D. 
Spence National Defense Authorization Act for 
FY 2001. This legislation is named for a great 
American who is second to none in supporting 
our soldiers, sailors, Marines and airmen. 
Under FLOYD SPENCE’s leadership this is the 
fifth year out of the last six in which Congress 
has added to the Administration’s budget re-
quest. FLOYD SPENCE—as far as I am con-
cerned—is Mr. National Security. I look for-
ward to serving with him for many more years. 

The defense bill before us seeks to address 
many problems. Serious training deficiencies 
and equipment modernization shortfalls, made 
worse by longer and more frequent deploy-
ments away from home, have placed increas-
ing strains on our armed forces. Also, the in-
creasing use of America’s military on missions 
where vital U.S. national security interests are 
not at stake has reduced readiness, affected 
recruiting and retention, and lowered morale. 
This bill will not completely fix these problems, 
but it will help. 

Included in this bill is a 3.7% pay raise for 
our military personnel. The bill increases the 
military procurement accounts by $2.6 billion, 
and the research and development accounts 
by $1 billion. In critical readiness accounts, the 
Congress has increased authorization funding 
for the sixth consecutive year. There are in-
creases in funding for National Missile De-
fense research and for improving the training 
and readiness of the National Guard and the 
Reserves. Also, this legislation includes—
something particularly important to me—au-
thorization funding for the Crusader program 
at over $355 million. 

And last, but certainly not least—there is 
TRICARE health insurance for military retirees 
over 65, including a drug benefit. This revised 
TRICARE program will take effect beginning in 
FY 2002 and is open to military retirees and 
their eligible family members. Under the plan, 
beneficiaries could keep their current Medicare 
provider, and use TRICARE as their Medicare 
supplement to pay any costs not covered by 
Medicare. Beneficiaries would pay no co-pay-
ments or deductibles. The plan also includes 
no enrollment fees or premiums for all Medi-
care-eligible beneficiaries. This Congress con-
tinues to work to meet the promise that was 
made for health care as an earned benefit for 
20 or more years of honorable military service. 

The bottom line is—this defense authoriza-
tion bill will fund the Department of Defense at 
approximately $310 billion—$4.5 billion more 
than requested by the Administration. Again, I 
want to thank Chairman SPENCE for his lead-
ership of the House Armed Services Com-
mittee, and the kindness and courtesy he has 
shown not only to me, but everyone associ-
ated with this committee including members, 
staff and those appearing before his com-
mittee.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I am extremely 
pleased that the Department of Defense 
(DOD) authorization act we have before us 
today makes a number of long awaited, critical 
improvements to the health care system for 
our nation’s military retirees. 

These individuals selflessly sacrificed and 
served our country in order to protect the free-
doms we all enjoy. This legislation marks an 
important step toward providing military retir-
ees with the health care they earned and were 
promised. 

However, I am voting against the bill be-
cause, as good as the health care provisions 
are, they don’t go far enough. In addition, I am 
concerned about the astronomical level of 
overall spending authorized by the bill a dec-
ade after we won the Cold War. 

Let me briefly return to the health care pro-
visions I support. I am pleased the conference 
report extends TRICARE to Medicare eligible 
retirees with no co-pays or deductibles. There 
will also be no enrollment fees or premiums 
for Medicare eligible beneficiaries. This is one 
of the provisions in an important bill I cospon-
sored, the Keep Our Promise to Military Retir-
ees Act. 

The conference report also expands the 
mail order pharmacy benefit to all bene-
ficiaries, including those over 64 years of age. 
This too is similar to legislation I cosponsored, 
the Retired Military Pharmacy Benefits Act. 
Expanding the mail order pharmacy program 
will allow retirees in Oregon, who don’t live 
close to a military base, easier access to nec-
essary prescription drugs. 

I was also pleased the conference report in-
cluded a number of other quality of life im-
provements such as a 3.7 percent pay raise, 
an accelerated reduction in out-of-pocket 
housing costs, and targeted supplemental food 
allowances for the most needy personnel. 

However, the conference report left out two 
improvements I have advocated. First, the 
conference report dropped a provision that 
was included in the Senate version of the bill 
to repeal the VA disability compensation off-
set. I am cosponsor of legislation, H.R. 303, to 
repeal this offset and contacted members of 
the conference committee encouraging them 
to retain the Senate provision. Veterans de-
serve to keep all of the benefits they earned. 
I was disappointed this provision was not in-
cluded in the final version of the bill. 

I was also disappointed that the key compo-
nent of the Keep Our Promise to Military Retir-
ees Act, opening up the Federal Employees 
Health Benefit Plan (FEHBP) to military retir-
ees, was not included in the conference re-
port. I have heard from many residents of Or-
egon who are having difficulty finding pro-
viders who accept TRICARE due to low reim-
bursements rates and burdensome regula-
tions. That may be why TRICARE is some-
times derided by retirees in my district as ‘‘try 
to get care.’’ Therefore, expanding TRICARE 
as this bill does, may not benefit a number of 
Oregonians. A more complete option would be 
offering our military retirees the same health 
care that Members of Congress and our staffs 
have access to, the FEHBP. The FEHBP 
works well in Oregon and would ensure mili-
tary retirees have the health care security 
they’ve earned and deserve. I will continue to 
fight to make this option available. 

I am concerned with the overall level of 
spending authorized by this bill. The bill au-
thorizes $309.9 billion for fiscal year 2001, or 
more than half of all federal discretionary 
spending. This is $4.5 billion more than the 
President requested and $21.1 billion more 
than last year. We are still funding the Pen-
tagon at 90 percent of Cold War levels a dec-
ade after we won. 

U.S. military spending must also be viewed 
in the context of what our allies and adver-
saries spend. The U.S. is spending more than 
all our adversaries or potential adversaries 
combined and more than we spend at the end 
of such Cold War presidents as Eisenhower, 
Nixon, Ford, and Carter. 

Further, as former Secretary of Defense 
under President Reagan, Larry Korb, points 
out, ‘‘The U.S. share of the world’s military 
spending today stands at about 35 percent, 
substantially higher than during the Cold War. 
In 1985, at the height of the Reagan build-up, 
the U.S. and the Soviet Union spent equal 
amounts on defense. Today, Russia spends 
only one-sixth of what the U.S. spends on de-
fense. If one adds in the spending of U.S. al-
lies, the picture becomes even more favorable 
to the United States.’’ In fact, the U.S. and its 
allies account for 65 percent of the world’s 
military expenditures. 

Russia today spends 85 percent less on its 
military than the Soviet Union. The combined 
expenditures of our potential adversaries, as 
identified by U.S. intelligence agencies, is 
$13.8 billion, or about four percent of the U.S. 
budget. 

In just two days, the Pentagon spends more 
money than the Iraqi military does in an entire 
year. In just 16 days, the Pentagon spends 
more money combined than Iraq, Iran, North 
Korea, Libya, Syria, Sudan, and Cuba. In 108 
days, the Pentagon spends more than all of 
these countries plus Russia and China. 

The U.S. military must remain the highest 
trained, best skilled, and most technology so-
phisticated military in the world. However, this 
can be done with a smaller budget. To do so 
requires better management, not more money. 

The Pentagon budget needs to be reevalu-
ated in light of our current national security 
threats. Cold War weapons systems that serve 
no national security purpose but merely serve 
to justify increased budgets should be elimi-
nated. Defense experts of all political stripes 
both inside and outside government have sug-
gested eliminating or reforming a number of 
programs like the F–22, the Crusader Artillery 
system, the Comanche helicopter, and others 
in order to reduce costs and have a more effi-
cient and deadly military force. 

Also, as Senator MCCAIN has repeatedly 
pointed out, the defense authorization and ap-
propriations bills often include billions of dol-
lars in pork projects that are unrelated to na-
tional security requirements. This bill is no ex-
ception. In this bill, Congress provided the 
Pentagon billions in unrequested funding such 
as $150 million for two F–15 aircraft, $125 mil-
lion for 12 additional Blackhawk helicopters, 
$51 million for two additional F–16s, and $90 
million in additional funding for the DDG–51 
Destroyer program. 

Finally, rather than showering the Pentagon 
with tens of billions of additional dollars for 
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weapons systems of dubious value and qual-
ity, it would be useful to make a serious com-
mitment to eliminating the tens of billions of 
dollars of waste at the Pentagon. As Rep-
resentative KASICH, Republican Chairman of 
the House Budget Committee, noted in a Feb-
ruary 2000 report titled Reviving the Reform 
Agenda, the General Accounting Office annu-
ally uncovers billions of dollars going to waste 
at the Pentagon. It weakens our national de-
fense to have this waste and hurts the morale 
of our men and women in uniform since it 
steals funds that could otherwise be spent to 
boost their quality of life. 

Mr. Larry Korb, who, as I mentioned was an 
Assistant Secretary of Defense under Presi-
dent Reagan, has developed an alternative 
defense budget that would be sufficient to 
meet our national security needs while not 
strangling and starving the rest of the federal 
budget. His proposal makes prudent reduc-
tions in spending by targeting unneeded 
weapons, unnecessary deployments, and a 
downsizing of our forces in recognition of our 
victory in the Cold War. Mr. Korb’s proposal is 
a serious one that deserves intelligent discus-
sion and consideration in Congress. 

Again, I congratulate the conferees for the 
improvements they made on access to health 
care for military retirees, but I cannot support 
a bill with the unjustifiable level of spending on 
weapons systems of questionable value and 
quality. 

The Pentagon budget should be based on a 
realistic assessment of our national security 
needs, not the wishes of powerful defense 
contractors or Pentagon brass. I bet the Sec-
retary of Education and the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services have a funding 
‘‘wish list’’ too. But, Congress scrutinizes their 
every request and forces them to prioritize. 
The Pentagon should be no different.

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in support of H.R. 4205 and I would like 
to thank my good friends, Chairman FLOYD 
SPENCE and Senate Chairman JOHN WARNER. 
Section 813 of this bill includes legislation that 
I introduced, H.R. 3582, the Federal Flexibility 
Act of 2000. H.R. 3582 passed the House on 
May 2 of this year and my good friend, Sen-
ator WARNER attached to the Defense Author-
ization bill in the Senate. H.R. 3582, now Sec-
tion 813, will provide northern Virginia with im-
portant relief for its continued information tech-
nology worker shortage and continue the im-
portant procurement reforms this Congress 
began in 1995. 

H.R. 3582, the Federal Flexibility Act of 
2000, will address an ongoing problem in fed-
eral IT contracts. Section 813 of this bill is 
necessary because federal contracting officers 
frequently write into IT contracts minimum per-
sonnel requirements that hamper the ability of 
contractors to find qualified personnel to per-
form the contract. Oftentimes this means gov-
ernment contractors can not hire personnel 
who they believe could successfully perform 
the work but instead search for qualified re-
sumes. This is a burden on the IT industry 
and contributes to the chronic worker shortage 
faced by the technology industry because the 
Federal Government is the largest purchaser 
of IT products in the world—spending about 
$32 billion on goods and services each year. 

The Fed-Flex Act requires Federal agencies 
to justify the minimum personnel requirements 

frequently written into government contracts. 
Federal agencies have been experiencing 
‘‘credential creep’’ in the way they write con-
tracts. The problem has become so significant 
that the Virginia Secretary of Technology, Don 
Upson, found in a report issued by his office 
this past September that these minimum per-
sonnel requirements are the second largest 
contributor to the IT worker shortage in my 
home state. This report, titled ‘‘A Study of Vir-
ginia’s Information Technology Workforce,’’ 
strongly recommended that both the govern-
ment and private sector companies objectively 
evaluate alternative forms of training, and 
focus on investments in training rather than 
degrees or resumes. The nationwide shortage 
of IT workers is estimated at 364,000, and it 
is estimated at over 24,000 for the Northern 
Virginia region alone. 

What these minimum personnel require-
ments mean for the government is that Bill 
Gates or Michael Dell cannot contract with the 
federal government. Since neither one of them 
holds a college degree, many federal agencies 
would not allow them to perform IT work for 
the government. When federal agencies write 
credential creep into contracts, they hinder the 
ability of federal contractors to hire qualified 
personnel who get the job done, and increase 
the total cost of the contract to the govern-
ment. 

In this era of serious labor shortages in 
nearly every sector of our economy, this prac-
tice drives up prices and limits the flexibility of 
offers. The government will get better results 
if it issues performance-based statements of 
work and leaves it up to the offeror to propose 
how they will satisfy the requirement. The gov-
ernment should hold the winning offeror ac-
countable for the quality of the cake, not dic-
tate the ingredients that go into the recipe. 

Another recent workforce study released by 
the Information Technology Association of 
America (ITAA) found that US companies an-
ticipate a demand for 1.6 million IT workers in 
the next year. According to that study, about 
50% of applicants for those jobs will not have 
the skills required to perform the jobs meaning 
that up to 850,000 of those slots could go un-
filled. The private sector knows it must adapt 
to address this shortage and invest in training 
that will allow them to get the job done—let’s 
make sure the federal government is not the 
stumbling block. The Fed Flex Act requires 
agencies to realize that key skills are what 
matters most to mission accomplishment with-
in agencies not how those skills are acquired. 

Recently, there has been ongoing debate 
about solving the labor shortage in the United 
States and lifting the cap on H1–B visas. I am 
a strong supporter of lifting the visa cap and 
an original cosponsor of my colleague, Rep-
resentative DREIER’s H.R. 3982, the HI–TECH 
Act, which raises the cap to 200,000 for H1–
Bs. But we all know this is a short-term solu-
tion. We need to recognize the new types of 
training employees receive and encourage 
American businesses to hire employees who 
have received less traditional methods of train-
ing. We also need to encourage our federal 
government to be a leader in solving the work-
er shortage and not remain behind the curve 
as is so often the case. 

The Fed-Flex bill I authored recognizes the 
investment that firms make in their employees 

today. Many IT firms spend a significant 
amount of time and dollars training their em-
ployees to be up to speed on the latest prod-
ucts and services. The Fed-Flex Act would re-
quire agencies to justify the use of such min-
imum mandatory personnel requirements be-
fore imposing such requirements in a par-
ticular solicitation for IT services. Where the 
contracting officer determines that the agen-
cy’s need cannot be met without such require-
ments, the legislation would not preclude such 
requirements. Moreover, the legislation would 
not preclude agencies from evaluating the ad-
vantages that may be associated with a par-
ticular employee’s experience or education, in-
cluding participation in an in-house training 
and certification program. This bill continues 
the many successes of recent procurement re-
forms and redirects government to focus on 
products, not process. 

Earlier this year, a study released by the 
American Association of Community Colleges 
indicated that twenty percent of Community 
College attendees are pursuing degrees to 
work on technology issues. With the worker 
shortage we face across the nation, it is of 
great concern to me that the federal govern-
ment could prevent these highly-motivated 
young people from pursuing a technology ca-
reer. Credential creep is a federal govern-
ment-wide problem. We have fallen behind in 
recruiting IT workers for the federal workforce 
and training federal workers to take part in the 
information technology revolution. Yet, the 
government often demands college degrees 
for entry level positions that might be filled by 
individuals who have received another form of 
job training. I believe that Fed-Flex bill is im-
portant to address an immediate need within 
the government but I am also committed to 
working closely with my friends in the federal 
workforce community to look at their credential 
creep problems. 

Mr. Speaker, I would also like to point out 
the many organizations that have supported 
the inclusion of FED–FLEX in section 813 of 
H.R. 4205. It is supported by ITAA, AEA, the 
Contract Services Association, the Profes-
sional Services Council, and CapNet. I would 
like to quote from a letter sent over by Harris 
Miller, the President of ITAA, ‘‘The Federal 
Contractor Flexibility Act is a homerun for 
practical, efficient, and effective government 
contracting.’’ I would also like to submit a copy 
of the ITAA letter for the RECORD. 

Section 813 of this bill will ensure that con-
tracts are performance-based rather than 
process-driven. In my conversations with local 
Chambers of Commerce in northern Virginia, 
and national procurement organizations, I 
have heard many instances where these per-
sonnel requirements have hampered compa-
nies’ ability to work with government. I have 
also been presented with evidence that these 
minimum personnel requirements have been 
used at various government agencies to favor 
incumbent contractors rather than promote 
open competition. I have even heard of an in-
stance where the contract employees who un-
pack computers at some agencies are re-
quired to hold a college degree. 

Mr. Speaker, I have also received contract 
examples from the Departments of Defense 
and Treasury, and the General Services Ad-
ministration that include minimum personnel 
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requirements. The Defense Department in-
cludes these cumbersome requirements for 
entry-level IT positions that include such basic 
tasks as data-entry, and they do not give con-
tractors any opportunity to apply for a waiver. 
The Treasury contract includes these require-
ments but then says a company may apply for 
a waiver after contract award although the 
waiver requires a significant amount of paper-
work to get approved. The GSA requirement is 
on an IDIQ contract that would effect several 
companies that the same time and drive-up 
costs of all of the competing kids. 

Mr. Speaker, again I urge my colleagues to 
support this important legislation. The inclu-
sion of H.R. 3582 in this conference report will 
provide important relief to Virginia and govern-
ment contractors across the nation. It will also 
provide a tremendous cost-savings to the gov-
ernment.

Mr. Speaker, in addition, the conference re-
port for H.R. 4205 authorizes $309.9 billion for 
the nation’s defense activities for FY2001, 
$4.6 billion more than the President’s request. 
The conference report provides significant im-
provements to the quality of life of military per-
sonnel, retirees, and their families, military 
readiness, and modernization programs. In 
particular, the conference report provides a 
much needed 3.7% military pay raise and 
other important bonuses, as well as retention 
and quality-of-life programs for our soldiers, 
sailors, airmen, and Marines. In addition, the 
conference report establishes a targeted sub-
sistence payment, up to $500 per month, to 
assist the most economically challenged per-
sonnel. I believe this report includes provisions 
that are critical to maintaining and sustaining 
our military readiness by focusing on the most 
important feature of our military; the men and 
women in uniform. 

More importantly, the conference report in-
cludes substantial improvements in TRICARE 
benefits for all beneficiaries of the military 
health care system. The conference report au-
thorizes a restructuring of the military health 
care program and provides permanent lifetime 
TRICARE eligibility to Medicare-eligible mili-
tary retirees and their family members begin-
ning in FY2002. The report also provides a 
comprehensive pharmacy benefit to Medicare-
eligible beneficiaries, reduces the maximum 
annual out-of-pocket expenses for all retirees 
form $7,500 to $3,000, eliminates co-pay-
ments and deductibles for active duty families 
and their beneficiaries, and eliminates 
TRICARE enrollment fees or premiums for 
Medicare-eligible beneficiaries. Additionally, 
the report authorizes an expansion of the De-
partment of Defense’s (DOD mail order and 
network retail pharmacy programs, the 
‘‘TRICARE Senior Pharmacy Program’’ to 
allow all beneficiaries to participate, including 
those over the age of 64, without enrollment 
fees. Military retirees over the age of 64 will 
be able to choose out-of-network pharmacies, 
and pay a deductible of $150 per year. 

In addition to these important provisions, the 
conference report also authorizes the develop-
ment of the United States Marine Corps Herit-
age Center at Marine Corps Base in Quantico, 
Virginia. This report permits the Department of 
the Navy to accept, without compensation, a 
land transfer from the Park Authority of Prince 
William County. The Marine Corps Heritage 

Center will be developed by a joint venture be-
tween the Department of the Navy and the 
Marine Corps Heritage Foundation. It is my 
strong belief that the Heritage Center rep-
resents the kind of partnership between fed-
eral and local government and the private sec-
tor which should be encouraged more often. 

The Marine Corps Heritage Center will be 
situated on 135 acres in Locus Shade Park, 
presently a county-owned site adjacent to the 
Marine Corps Base in Quantico, Virginia. The 
460,000-square-foot Heritage Center will be 
used for historical displays for public viewing, 
curation and storage of artifacts, research fa-
cilities, classrooms, offices, and associated ac-
tivities consistent with the Marine Corps Uni-
versity. In addition, the main building will in-
clude a museum, visitor center, gift shop, res-
taurant, exhibits, and possibly a movie theater. 
Funding for the Heritage Center will be pro-
vided almost entirely by private sources. 

I believe the Heritage Center will provide 
visitors with valuable information and insight 
about the Marine Corps and its long tradition 
of service to America. Given Virginia’s rich his-
tory and the Marine Corps’ legacy, it is only fit-
ting that Virginia will be host to the U.S. Ma-
rine Corps Heritage Center. 

I urge all of my colleagues to support the 
conference report to H.R. 4205, as this impor-
tant legislation will fulfill America’s vital military 
needs for FY2001. In addition, I would also 
like to commend the conferees and their 
staffs, whose hard work and diligence brought 
this conference report to the floor.

Mr. HILLEARY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-
port of this conference report. I want to com-
mend the efforts of Chairman Spence for ac-
complishing many important goals in this bill 
that should have been done long ago. 

Since last spring, I have been visited sev-
eral times by workers who got sick working at 
Oak Ridge. Mack and Ann Orick, Harry Wil-
liams, Jan Michelle and Janine Voner are rep-
resentative of thousands of people who 
worked on our nation’s nuclear weapons pro-
grams at facilities like Oak Ridge. They have 
played a central role in defending the United 
States over the past fifty-plus years. They 
have rightly been called ‘‘Cold War heroes.’’

Like the Oricks, Harry Williams, Jan 
Michelle and Janine Voner, many of these he-
roes have paid a tragic price for their role in 
defending their country. Thousands have been 
afflicted with debilitating and sometimes dead-
ly diseases due to exposure to hazardous 
waste and radiation. 

These sick workers, and the families left be-
hind by workers who contracted terminal ill-
nesses, should be compensated for their sac-
rifice. In fact, compensation is long overdue. 

I was pleased to be appointed to this con-
ference committee to find a way to com-
pensate sick workers. The agreement that was 
worked-out is a reasonable start, but is only 
that—a start. 

The plan that finally emerged is based on 
legislation written by Senator FRED THOMPSON 
that passed the Senate. It requires the Presi-
dent to send Congress by March 15, 2001 a 
specific proposal detailing the level of com-
pensation and benefits that should be paid. If 
Congress does not act on the proposal by July 
31, 2000, a default benefit level of $150,000 
plus medical benefits will take effect. 

Those who worked for the Department of 
Energy (DOE) and civilian companies with 
which it contracted suffering from chronic be-
ryllium disease, chronic silicosis or a 
radiogenic cancer which could be linked to 
their service at the DOE site will qualify for 
compensation. 

I believe this solution is a sound first step 
and probably the best we can get at this time. 
However, we may be able to do better in the 
next session of Congress. These workers, he-
roes of the Cold War, deserve to be com-
pensated. They provided an invaluable service 
to their country, unaware that their bodies 
were being exposed to agents that would have 
a devastating impact on their lives. 

With the leadership of Senator FRED THOMP-
SON, and along with my colleagues in the 
House like Representatives ZACH WAMP, 
LINDSEY GRAHAM and ED WHITFIELD, progress 
is finally being made on the tremendous debt 
that is owed to people who worked in our nu-
clear weapons industry. 

Further, this bill also moves us forward in 
keeping our promise to provide permanent life-
time health care to America’s military retirees 
and their eligible family members. 

The program will take effect beginning in fis-
cal year 2002 and is open to military retirees 
and their eligible family members. Under the 
plan, beneficiaries could keep their current 
Medicare provider and use TRICARE as their 
Medicare supplement paying any costs not 
covered by Medicare. Beneficiaries would pay 
no co-pays or deductibles. 

The plan also includes no enrollment fees or 
premiums for all Medicare eligible bene-
ficiaries. The agreement also reduces the 
maximum out of pocket expenses for all mili-
tary retirees by sixty percent, from $7,500 to 
$3,000. 

In addition to the permanent TRICARE for 
Life initiative, the conference committee also 
approved and strengthened several military 
health care proposals adopted by the House 
and Senate earlier this year. 

Other benefit improvements include expan-
sion of DOD’s mail order and retail pharmacy 
programs to allow participation by all bene-
ficiaries and one year extension of the dem-
onstration program ‘‘TRICARE Senior Prime,’’ 
which is also known as Medicare subvention. 

Mr. Speaker, this conference will protect our 
national security and take care of those that 
ensured our protection. I encourage all my col-
leagues to support this conference report.

Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut. Mr. Speaker, 
I am proud to support H.R. 4205, the Defense 
Authorization bill for 2001. This bill includes 
many important provisions that advance this 
Nation’s national security interests. The meas-
ure properly addresses our Armed Forces’ 
modernization efforts, safeguards the military’s 
combat readiness and does right by our men 
and women in uniform and their families. 

The measure authorizes $309.9 billion for 
defense programs, nearly equal to the amount 
provided in the House and Senate versions of 
the bill. This is $4.5 billion above the Adminis-
tration’s request and $21.1 billion above the 
amount appropriated for FY 2000. Specifically, 
the bill authorizes $63.2 billion for weapons 
procurement, $38.9 billion for research and 
development, $111.0 billion for operations and 
maintenance, $8.8 billion for military construc-
tion and family housing, and $13.1 billion for 
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defense-related activities of the Department of 
Energy. 

This bill will also allow us to keep the prom-
ise of lifetime health care to America’s vet-
erans and their families. As an original co-
sponsor of the health care provisions of the 
Defense Authorization Conference Report, and 
as a member of the Defense Conference 
Committee, I am particularly pleased with this 
legislation. Specifically, the bill provides per-
manent lifetime TRICARE eligibility to Medi-
care-eligible military retirees and their family 
members; restores pharmacy access for all 
Medicare-eligible military retirees; and author-
izes the Department of Defense to begin a 
Thrift Savings Plan. Moreover, the bill provides 
a 3.7 percent pay increase to continue to 
close the gap between civilian and military 
pay. Indeed, this legislation is a victory for the 
1.4 million Medicare-eligible military retirees 
and their families. They will not receive what 
they earned and deserve: lifetime medical 
care, as promised to them when they enlisted 
in the U.S. Armed Services. It has been the 
intent of many of us to make this year the 
Year of Military Health Care, and through this 
legislation, we have done just that. 

In addition, the bill establishes a compensa-
tion plan for personnel made ill by exposure to 
toxic or radioactive materials while working on 
U.S. government nuclear weapons programs, 
including those who developed chronic sili-
cosis and uranium mine workers who are cur-
rently covered under a less generous com-
pensation program. This is a critical effort that 
I support. The bill also requires the Defense 
Department to report on the progress being 
made toward developing and implementing a 
comprehensive strategy in the Balkans, and to 
detail the commitments and contributions of 
European nations and the United Nations to 
peacekeeping operations in Kosovo. This is a 
proper approach. Finally, the bill endorses the 
thrust of the agreement reached between the 
U.S. Navy and the Commonwealth of Puerto 
Rico earlier this year to address the Navy’s 
live-fire training on Vieques Island. I believe 
that agreement is the best way of addressing 
both the Navy’s readiness requirements as 
well as the interests of the Puerto Rican popu-
lation. 

Lastly, I am very pleased that this bill pro-
vides fire departments nationwide the re-
sources necessary to hire and train more fire-
fighters, purchase and update equipment, and 
sponsor fire safety education programs. I am 
particularly proud of this legislation because it 
was incorporated from the Firefighter Invest-
ment and Response Enhancement (F.I.R.E.) 
Act, which I sponsored last year. This legisla-
tion for which I worked hard to include in the 
Defense Authorization Conference Report as a 
House Armed Services Committee conferee 
strengthens public safety through enhanced 
emergency services by authorizing $400 mil-
lion over two years in grants to local fire de-
partments. With one out of every three fire-
fighters and over 24,000 civilians injured each 
year, and with about 100 firefighters and over 
4,000 civilians killed annually in fire related 
emergencies, this legislation will pay signifi-
cant public safety dividends for both fire-
fighters and the families they serve. 

Under provisions of the legislation to assist 
firefighters, grant funds will be used to hire 

and train new recruits and to buy new equip-
ment. The legislation will help career depart-
ments hire additional personnel to meet cov-
erage needs, while saving local taxpayers the 
added financial burden. Both career and vol-
unteer departments will be able to acquire 
badly needed, but expensive, equipment such 
as thermal imaging cameras. Such cameras 
can locate people trapped in a smoke filled 
building who might otherwise be killed. Many 
departments and companies have not pur-
chased such equipment because of the unit 
and training costs. 

Firefighter grant funds will pay up to 90% of 
all project costs for local volunteer fire depart-
ments that serve 50,000 people or less and up 
to 70% of the costs for local career fire depart-
ments as well as volunteer departments that 
serve more than 50,000. Matching funds can 
be provided by either state or local govern-
ments. At least 5% of the funds will be set 
aside for grants to local programs dedicated to 
prevention and public safety education. Fires 
cost the nation an estimated $100 billion an-
nually. Only $32 million in federal resources 
are available for fire prevention and training, 
compared to $11 billion on law enforcement. 
We have clearly seen the positive benefits of 
putting more money into law enforcement with 
the crime rates falling in most every category 
and in most all communities. We will now do 
the same for fire prevention and fire safety by 
providing the necessary resources to help our 
local fire departments battle their share of the 
nearly 100,000 fires in the United States annu-
ally.

Mr. REYES. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support 
of the conference report to the Floyd D. 
Spence National Defense Authorization. This 
conference report is important because it fo-
cuses on providing our soldiers, sailors, air-
men and Marines the equipment and other re-
sources necessary to accomplish the vital mis-
sion of protecting this Nation’s vital interests. 

There has been considerable debate during 
this election year about the status of our mili-
tary’s readiness. This discussion often focuses 
on a range of topics including pay, facilities, 
new equipment, size of the force and procure-
ment. Well, I’m proud to stand before you and 
tell you that this report does more than de-
bate, pontificate or raise additional discussion 
items. This report funds and places resources 
where the service chiefs feel they are needed. 
And, in a number of cases, provides additional 
funding to address the service chief’s un-
funded requirements for their procurement, 
readiness and modernization efforts. 

It is also important to acknowledge that this 
conference report also addresses a number of 
quality of life issues for our military personnel. 
There are a number of important initiatives in-
cluded in this report. Some may see these ini-
tiatives as an increase in benefits. However, 
things like increased minimum housing allow-
ances for young families, and a 3.7% pay 
raise and a comprehensive set of improve-
ments to the military health care system are 
not perks or increased benefits. They are sim-
ply the least we can do for those service 
members and their families who sacrifice 
every day. 

Beyond all of the campaign rhetoric and 
posturing, this report demonstrates Congress’ 
commitment, our commitment to our Nation’s 

military and the men and women who serve in 
that military. I urge all of my colleagues to 
support this conference report. 

Mrs. TAUSCHER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to make clear my opposition to a provision 
originally in the Senate’s version of the De-
fense Authorization bill. This provision author-
izes a study on a new type of weapon, one 
that many have started to call ‘‘mini-nukes.’’

The purpose of this study is for the govern-
ment to consider a new weapon capable of 
destroying underground bunkers. Proponents 
of the provision say that the bunkers in ques-
tion are used by States of Concern to protect 
their leaders in times of crisis, or to store 
stockpiles of biological or chemical weapons. 
They also say the weapons are an improve-
ment over prior systems since the release 
they cause of chemical or biological agents 
into the environment is negligible. Therefore, 
proponents argue, we must have these weap-
ons. 

The problem is that we don’t need new nu-
clear weapons; the Defense Department has 
not even identified a requirement for this type 
of weapon. What is more, I know from top-se-
cret discussions with the Pentagon that we 
have other, non-nuclear ways of destroying 
and disabling the underground bunkers. 

Studying a new weapon only takes us one 
step closer to manufacturing it. And this is one 
weapon we do not need to manufacture. One 
of the major concerns I have with this study is 
that it focuses on making a ‘‘usable’’ nuclear 
weapon, or one that does not harm civilians. 
But that is ridiculous—no nuclear weapon can 
side-step mass destruction and the harming of 
civilians. By today’s nuclear standards, the 
bomb we used on Hiroshima was tiny. But 
look at the destruction those bombs caused—
even though the city has been rebuilt, the area 
still has a disproportionate number of children 
with mental deficiencies. 

Finally, as a supporter of the Comprehen-
sive Test Ban Treaty, I want to point out that 
provisions like this one only take us closer to 
the resumption of tests. Those who ‘‘study’’ 
any new weapon not already in our stockpile 
will naturally want to test that particular weap-
on. 

The fact is, this provision is a bad one. It we 
are truly interested in nuclear nonproliferation 
and in downsizing our own nuclear stockpile, 
the last thing we should be doing is laying the 
plans for a new weapon.

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong 
support of the conference report to accom-
pany H.R. 4205, the Floyd D. Spence National 
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 
2001. 

As Chairman of the Subcommittee on Mili-
tary Installations and Facilities, I am please to 
inform the House that this conference report 
authorizes $8.8 billion for the military construc-
tion and military family housing programs of 
the Department of Defense, an increase to the 
President’s request of $787 million. These 
funds will be used to meet critical shortfalls af-
fecting the qualify of life of military personnel 
and their families and to improve facilities sup-
porting the training and readiness of the 
armed forces. This conference agreement is 
consistent with the bipartisan agreement 
reached earlier this year on the military con-
struction appropriations bill. 
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This conference agreement also provides 

for an extension of the military housing privat-
ization initiative that is beginning to show 
some significant successes. Properly imple-
mented, this program will go a long way to-
ward resolving the housing crisis confronting 
military families. 

Beyond military construction, Mr. Speaker, 
this is landmark, legislation. I have long been 
concerned about the quality and availability of 
health care for both retirees and active duty 
personnel. The health care reforms provided 
in this bill will meet the promises made to ear-
lier generations of servicemen and women 
and will guarantee that those promises will be 
kept to those in uniform now and those volun-
teers who will come after them. 

I urge all members to join me in support of 
this important bill.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-
port of the conference report on H.R. 4205, 
the Floyd D. Spence National Defense Author-
ization Act for fiscal year 2001. 

Several of the provisions included in this 
agreement are under the jurisdiction of the 
Committee on Education and the Workforce 
and I am pleased that we were able to come 
to an agreement.

First, I am pleased that the Department of 
Defense authorization bill includes a provision 
that further amends the Women, Infants and 
Children’s (WIC) program for military per-
sonnel stationed overseas. In last year’s De-
partment of Defense bill, the conference com-
mittee adopted provisions of a bill I introduced, 
H.R. 1779, requiring the Secretary of Defense 
to fund and operate a nutritional assistance 
program for families of military personnel over-
seas. That law also included a provision that 
required the housing allowance received by 
military personnel to be taken into consider-
ation when calculating eligibility for the over-
seas WIC program. 

Consistent with my original bill, H.R. 1779, 
this year’s conference agreement eliminates 
that requirement and allows more overseas 
military personnel to benefit from the program. 

Second, I would especially like to thank the 
conferees for agreeing to include the Impact 
Aid program as a part of the conference 
agreement. Impact Aid is one of our Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act programs. 
It provides important financial assistance to 
schools impacted by a federal presence such 
as military installations and Indian lands. Ear-
lier this year the House passed H.R. 3616, 
which continued the authorization of the Im-
pact Aid program. However, no further action 
has taken place and given the lateness of this 
session it is most important that we get these 
changes enacted into law this year. We have 
worked with House and Senate members in 
coming up with compromise language and I 
am pleased that the conferees have agreed to 
include this language in the conference agree-
ment. 

Some of the specific provisions included in 
the Impact Aid part of the conference report 
would: change the formula for heavily im-
pacted school districts to speed up the dis-
tribution of funds; protect against any large de-
creases in payments for children due to De-
partment of Defense housing and transfer 
privitization efforts; address the needs of 
school districts impacted by housing units built 

under the ‘‘Build to Lease’’ program; continue 
to provide schools with a higher level of pay-
ments for children who move off base for a 
period of time when their homes are being re-
built; and modify the current construction pro-
gram in order to provide for a competitive 
grant program for school districts highly im-
pacted by a military presence. 

Mr. Speaker, the Impact Aid program has 
been a valuable source of assistance to heav-
ily impacted schools and school districts over 
the years. Without this program, many school 
districts would be without the full complement 
of resources they need for providing a high 
quality education to their students. I greatly 
appreciate the willingness of House and Sen-
ate conferees to include this important legisla-
tion in the Department of Defense conference 
report. 

A third issue of interest to the Committee on 
Education and the Workforce deals with mili-
tary recruiters on high school campuses. In 
some parts of our nation, military recruiters 
are denied access to recruit on secondary 
school campuses, even though the same 
schools give access to prospective employers 
and colleges and universities. The conferees 
have included language that will give recruit-
ers the same access that prospective employ-
ers and higher education institutions enjoy.

The conferees have also included protec-
tions for those that do not wish to allow mili-
tary recruiters on campus. If a school board, 
by majority vote, indicates that it does not 
want military recruiters on campus, then that 
decision would be respected under the legisla-
tion. In addition, the conferees have included 
a provision that makes clear that private sec-
ondary schools with religious objections to 
military service do not have to provide access 
to recruiters. Finally, I wish to thank the con-
ferees for making several technical changes in 
this section and for adding the Education and 
Workforce Committee as one of the commit-
tees to which reports on recruiting access will 
be provided. 

The legislation also contains a provision es-
tablishing a pilot program to reengineer the 
equal employment opportunity complaint proc-
ess for Department of Defense civilian em-
ployees. This will allow the continuation of a 
successful alternative dispute resolution (ADR) 
program already begun by the Navy—which 
has reduced the average wait for a determina-
tion on the merits from 781 to just 111 days. 
The bill permits the expansion of this model to 
other defense agencies. This complements 
our committee’s successful efforts to have the 
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission 
expand use of ADR to expedite the processing 
of charges of discrimination in the private sec-
tor. 

Finally, this legislation establishes the En-
ergy Employees Occupational Illness Com-
pensation Program. This provision will estab-
lish a compensation program for those work-
ers who helped build the nation’s nuclear pro-
gram and who have suffered illness and dis-
ease because of their work. I worked to en-
sure that this provision will require some fur-
ther assessment and enacting legislation be-
fore full implementation. As a cautionary note, 
I point out that as we have certainly learned 
from our committee’s experience with other 
similar programs, it is especially important that 

Congress keep a watchful eye on what hap-
pens down the road. Congress should work to 
ensure that the program remains targeted to 
help only Department of Energy employees 
with specific occupational illnesses, rather 
than evolving into a bloated, over-broad and 
open-ended entitlement program. I recognize 
this has been a difficult provision to work 
through, but I commend the conferees on giv-
ing this provision the Congressional review 
necessary. 

Mr. Speaker, on balance, I believe the con-
ferees have done an excellent job of reaching 
agreement on some very difficult issues. I 
once again want to thank them for working 
with the Committee on Education and the 
Workforce to resolve issues under our jurisdic-
tion. –I would urge my colleagues to support 
the conference agreement. 

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, I support and 
urge my colleagues to support the Floyd D. 
Spence National Defense Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Year 2002 (H.R. 4205) which contains 
an important provision to the friends, relatives, 
and military colleagues of William H. 
Pitsenbarger. The provision permits the Medal 
of Honor to be awarded posthumously to Air-
man First Class William H. Pitsenbarger, a 
pararescue crew member from Piqua, a town 
in my district. He was killed in a military oper-
ation assisting in the rescue of Army per-
sonnel who were severely out numbered and 
surrounded by Vietcong troops near Cam My, 
Republic of Vietnam on April 11, 1966. 

I have included a short article describing his 
heroic action from the Air Force Association 
magazine, Valor, published in October 1983.

‘THAT OTHERS MAY LIVE’
(By John L. Frisbee) 

A1C Bill Pitsenbarger knew the risks in-
volved when he volunteered to drop into the 
midst of a jungle firefight. 

By April 1966, 21-year-old A1C William H. 
Pitsenbarger, then in the final months of his 
enlistment, had seen more action than many 
a 30-year veteran. Young Pitsenbarger had 
gone through long and arduous training for 
duty as a pararescue medic with the Aero-
space Rescue and Recovery Service and had 
completed more than 300 rescue missions in 
Vietnam, many of them under heavy enemy 
fire. He wore the Air Medal with five oak leaf 
clusters; recommendations for four more 
were pending. A few days earlier, he had rid-
den a chopper winch line into a minefield to 
save a wounded ARVN soldier. 

His service with ARRS convinced 
Pitsenbarger that he wanted a career as a 
medical technician. He had applied to Ari-
zona State University for admission in the 
fall. But that was months away. He had a job 
to do in Vietnam and, as rescue pilot Capt. 
Dale Potter said, Pitsenbarger ‘‘was always 
willing to get into the thick of the action 
where he could be the most help.’’

On April 11 at 3 p.m., while Pitsenbarger 
was off duty, a call for help came into his 
unit, Detachment 6, 38th ARR Squadron at 
Bien Hoa. Elements of the Army’s 1st Infan-
try Division were surrounded by enemy of 
forces near Cam My, a few miles east of Sai-
gon, in thick jungle with the tree canopies 
reaching up to 150 feet. The only way to get 
the wounded out was with hoist-quipped heli-
copters. Pitsenbarger asked to go with one of 
the two HH–43 Huskies scrambled on this 
hazardous mission. 

Half an hour later, both choppers found an 
area where they could hover and lower a 
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winch line to the surrounded troops. 
Pitsenbarger volunteered to go down the 
line, administer emergency treatment to the 
most seriously wounded, and explain how to 
use the Stokes litter that would hoist cas-
ualties up to the chopper. 

It was standard procedure for a pararescue 
medic to stay down only long enough to or-
ganize the rescue effort. Pitsenbarger de-
cided, on his own, to remain with the wound-
ed. In the next hour and a half, the HH–43s 
came in five times, evacuating nine wounded 
soldiers. On the sixth attempt, 
Pitsenbarger’s Huskie was hit hard, forced to 
cut the hoist line, and pull out for an emer-
gency landing at the nearest strip. Intense 
enemy fire and friendly artillery called in by 
the Army made it impossible for the second 
chopper to return. 

Heavy automatic weapons and mortar fire 
was coming in on the Army defenders from 
all sides while Pitsenbarger continued to 
care for the wounded. In case one of the 
Huskies made it in again, he climbed a tree 
to recover the Stokes litter that his pilot 
had jettisoned. When the C Company com-
mander, the unit Pitsenbarger was with, de-
cided to move to another area, Pitsenbarger 
cut saplings to make stretchers for the 
wounded. As they started to move out, the 
company was attacked and overrun by a 
large enemy formation. 

By this time, the few Army troops able to 
return fire were running out of ammunition. 
Pitsenbarger gave his pistol to a soldier who 
was unable to hold a rifle. With complete dis-
regard for his own safety, he scrambled 
around the defended area, collecting rifles 
and ammunition from the dead and distrib-
uting them to the men still able to fight. 

It had been about two hours since the HH–
43s were driven off. Pitsenbarger had done all 
he could to treat the wounded, prepare for a 
retreat to safer ground, and rearm his Army 
comrades. He then gathered several maga-
zines of ammunition, lay down beside wound-
ed Army Sgt. Fred Navarro, one of the C 
Company survivors who later described 
Pitsenbarger’s heroic actions, and begin fir-
ing at the enemy. Fifteen minutes later, as 
an eerie darkness fell beneath the triple-can-
opy jungle, Pitsenbarger was hit and mor-
tally wounded. The next morning, when 
Army reinforcements reached the C Com-
pany survivors, a helicopter crew brought 
Pitsenbarger’s body out of the jungle. Of the 
180 men with whom he fought his last battle, 
only 14 were uninjured. 

William H. Pitsenbarger was the first air-
man to be awarded the Air Force Cross post-
humously. The Air Force Sergeants Associa-
tion presents an annual award for valor in 
his honor.

The Aerospace Rescue and Recovery Serv-
ice is legendary for heroism in peace and 
war. No one better exemplifies its motto. 
‘‘That Others May Live.’’ tan Bill 
Pitsenbarger. He descended voluntarily into 
the hell of a jungle firefight with valor as his 
only shield—and valor was his epitaph.

Bill Pitsenbarger showed honor in a time of 
tremendous pressure. He put other lives be-
fore his own. He put his country before his 
self-interest and he proved that America would 
remain the land of the free and fight for the 
freedom of others by showing it was still the 
land of the brave. 

The town of Piqua still holds enormous 
pride for Bill Pitsenbarger and the community 
as well as Pitsenbarger’s colleagues and 
friends wholeheartedly join me in supporting 
the award of the Medical of Honor. 
Pitsenbarger’s heroism is well known in the Air 

Force. In fact, the Air Force Sergeants Asso-
ciation has named its award for heroism after 
him. More than a dozen other military and ci-
vilian buildings, organizations and monuments 
around the world that have been named in his 
honor. 

I have worked with numerous organizations 
and individuals in researching and inves-
tigating the Pitsenbarger record. On behalf of 
these supporters, I submitted to Air Force 
Secretary Whitten Peters in March 1999 a 
package of materials to upgrade 
Pitsenbarger’s award to the Medal of Honor. 
In the past 18 months. Pitsenbarger’s file has 
been reviewed by Pentagon officials including 
the Secretary of the Air Force, the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff, The Deputy Secretary of Defense and 
the Secretary of Defense. They have rec-
ommended posthumously awarding him the 
Medal of Honor. 

I believe this Medal of Honor is long over-
due. My fellow Ohioans, Pitsenbarger’s col-
leagues and Air Force enlisted personnel join 
me in the belief that this finally corrects the in-
justice and gives Mr. Pitsenbarger the recogni-
tion that he so deeply deserves.

Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut. Mr. Speaker, 
my colleague from California, Mrs. TAUSCHER, 
and I are proud to support H.R. 4205, the De-
fense Authorization bill for 2001. Among its 
many important provisions with regard to both 
people and equipment, the bill addresses sev-
eral especially notable policy issues: the bill 
provides permanent lifetime TRICARE eligi-
bility to Medicare-eligible military retirees and 
their family members; restores pharmacy ac-
cess for all Medicare-eligible military retirees; 
and authorizes the Department of Defense to 
begin a Thrift Savings Plan. Moreover, the bill 
provides a 3.7 percent pay increase to con-
tinue to close the gap between civilian and 
military pay. 

However, as members of the Conference 
Committee that negotiated the final details for 
this bill, we cannot overlook the fact that one 
important provision has been left out. Recent 
acts of hate violence have opened many peo-
ple’s eyes to the brutal reality of bias moti-
vated violence and the urgent need to do 
something to prevent it. 

Because hate violence affects where people 
live and travel and terrorizes entire commu-
nities, the federal government has a unique 
obligation to prevent hate violence against any 
group. Current federal law only covers race, 
religion, national origin and color. The Hate 
Crimes Prevention Act would give federal 
agencies the authority to investigate and pros-
ecute hate crimes based on a victim’s real or 
perceived sexual orientation, gender, or dis-
ability. 

Mr. Speaker, the Senate and the House 
each voted separately to include language in 
the bill addressing hate crimes. We are dis-
appointed that the leadership in Congress has 
seen fit to ignore the will of both bodies by re-
moving this provision from the Fiscal Year 
2001 Defense Authorization bill. For the will of 
the powerful leadership in Congress to prevail 
over the will of the majority in both Houses is 
not only an affront to us, but also to the demo-
cratic principles that govern us.

Mr. LARSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
express my dismay this afternoon that the 
Conference Report for the National Defense 

Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2001, H.R. 
4205, does not contain language which would 
have expanded federal hate crimes laws. De-
spite this disappointment, as a member of the 
House Committee on Armed Services, I have 
no choice but to support the Conference Re-
port and will vote for it. 

As we all know, Mr. Speaker, a majority of 
members in both the House and the Senate 
voted to include the hate crimes provisions in 
this bill. The Senate voted in favor of an 
amendment adding the hate crimes provisions 
to the Senate version of the bill on June 20th 
by a vote of 57 to 42. On September 13th, I 
was eager to join the majority of my col-
leagues in the House in voting in favor of the 
Conyers motion to instruct conferees to in-
clude these provisions in the final version of 
this bill. It is truly shameful, however, that the 
Republican Leadership in Congress was able 
to prevent the inclusion of these provisions in 
the conference report despite the fact that ma-
jorities in both Chambers voted in favor of 
them. 

The Hate Crimes Prevention Act, H.R. 1082, 
was one of the first bills I co-sponsored upon 
becoming a Member of Congress. I believe 
that this legislation is a common sense effort 
to combat the heinous crimes that are being 
committed against members of our society 
simply because they are a member of a spe-
cific group. Some have argued that hate 
crimes laws are not needed because all 
crimes are hate crimes. Of course all crimes 
are wrong and should be punished. What 
makes this legislation so important, however, 
is that hate crimes are intended to intimidate 
and punish a whole class of people. Whether 
it is a lynching in Texas, a crucifixion in Wyo-
ming, or spraying bullets in a bar in Virginia, 
these horrific acts are intended to terrorize en-
tire groups of people and should be punished 
accordingly. It is a centuries old part of our 
common law system to weigh the element of 
intent in evaluating the severity of a crime and 
the hate crime law do just that. 

It is tragic that the Republic Leadership in 
Congress has been able to disregard the clear 
majority of both Chambers and prevent the 
hate crimes provisions from being included in 
this bill. I will join the President in his fight to 
include them in another piece of ‘‘must pass’’ 
legislation so that we can do our part before 
adjournment to combat these horrific crimes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time 
has expired. 

Without objection, the previous ques-
tion is ordered on the conference re-
port. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the conference report. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 382, nays 31, 
not voting 19, as follows:
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[Roll No. 522] 

YEAS—382

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Andrews 
Archer 
Armey 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldacci 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Blagojevich 
Bliley 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonior 
Bono 
Borski 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Carson 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth-Hage 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coburn 
Collins 
Combest 
Condit 
Cook 
Cooksey 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Cummings 
Cunningham 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (VA) 
Deal 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 

Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Fletcher 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fossella 
Fowler 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graham 
Granger 
Green (TX) 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Gutknecht 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hansen 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hill (IN) 
Hill (MT) 
Hilleary 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoeffel 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Hooley 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inslee 
Isakson 
Istook 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, E.B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 

Kelly 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind (WI) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuykendall 
LaFalce 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Larson 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lowey 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Luther 
Maloney (CT) 
Maloney (NY) 
Manzullo 
Martinez 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCrery 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Metcalf 
Mica 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller, Gary 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Morella 
Murtha 
Myrick 
Napolitano 
Nethercutt 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Ose 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Phelps 
Pickering 
Pickett 
Pitts 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 

Quinn 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Riley 
Rivers 
Rodriguez 
Roemer 
Rogan 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rothman 
Roukema 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Rush 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Salmon 
Sanchez 
Sandlin 
Sanford 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaffer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sessions 

Shadegg 
Shaw 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shows 
Simpson 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Souder 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stabenow 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Stump 
Stupak 
Sununu 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 

Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Thune 
Thurman 
Tiahrt 
Tierney 
Toomey 
Towns 
Traficant 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Visclosky 
Vitter 
Walden 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Watkins 
Watt (NC) 
Watts (OK) 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson 
Wolf 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—31 

Baldwin 
Blumenauer 
Conyers 
Coyne 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Ehlers 
Frank (MA) 
Gutierrez 
Jackson (IL) 

Kucinich 
Lee 
Lewis (GA) 
Lofgren 
Markey 
McDermott 
McKinney 
Miller, George 
Nadler 
Owens 
Paul 

Payne 
Sanders 
Schakowsky 
Sensenbrenner 
Shays 
Stark 
Velázquez 
Waters 
Woolsey 

NOT VOTING—19 

Campbell 
Cannon 
Danner 
Eshoo 
Franks (NJ) 
Hutchinson 
Klink 

Largent 
Lazio 
McCollum 
McIntosh 
Meehan 
Miller (FL) 
Neal 

Shuster 
Talent 
Waxman 
Weygand 
Wise 

b 1252 

Mr. MARKEY changed his vote from 
‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’ 

Messrs. BARRETT of Wisconsin, 
DELAHUNT and TIERNEY changed 
their vote from ‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’ 

So the conference report was agreed 
to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table.

Stated for:
Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I was unfortu-

nately delayed away from the Capitol during 
the vote on the Defense Authorization legisla-
tion, H.R. 4205. However, had I been here, I 
would have voted ‘‘yea.’’ 

f 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.R. 4265. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
COOKSEY). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from South 
Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

f 

ENERGY AND WATER REDEVELOP-
MENT APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 
2001—VETO MESSAGE FROM THE 
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED 
STATES 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the further consid-
eration of the veto message of the 
President of the United States on the 
bill (H.R. 4733) making appropriations 
for energy and water development for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2001, and for other purposes. 

The question is, Will the House, on 
reconsideration, pass the bill, the ob-
jections of the President to the con-
trary notwithstanding? 

(For veto message, see proceedings of 
the House of October 10, 2000, at page 
H9575). 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California (Mr. PACKARD) 
is recognized for 1 hour. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and that I may include tabular 
and extraneous material on the veto 
message of the President of the United 
States to the bill, H.R. 4733. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LATOURETTE). Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia? 

There was no objection.
Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield the customary 30 

minutes to the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. VISCLOSKY) for purposes of debate 
only. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise to urge my col-
leagues in the strongest possible terms 
to override the President’s unfortunate 
veto of the Fiscal Year 2001 Energy and 
Water Development Appropriations 
Act. 

Of all the appropriations bills, this is 
one of the most bipartisan. The con-
ference agreement that we presented to 
the House 2 weeks ago is fair and bal-
anced. 

Through the programs of the Corps of 
Engineers and the Bureau of Reclama-
tion, we have provided funds to main-
tain and rebuild our critical water re-
sources infrastructure and protect mil-
lions of citizens who are currently vul-
nerable to the devastating effects of 
floods. 

Funds that we have provided through 
this bill for the Department of Energy 
will help to strengthen our national de-
fense, increase our scientific knowl-
edge, and help us to become more en-
ergy independent. 

In spite of all the good things in this 
bill, the President has legislated to 
veto it over a single provision included 
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